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A QUESTION OF IMPERATIVES

Ton WACHTEL
Adam Mickietwwicz University, Poznarn

Tho major existing analyses of the imperative are inadequate in the arbit-
rariness they ascribe to the sursace form. A non-arbitrary analysis is presented
here,! which accounts for both the command force of an imperative and for
its surface form, and explains why this form should exist, with this force, in
pragmatic and universal terms.

Consider first, however, the arbitrariness which the two major modern
existing analyses of the imperative ascribe to the surfaco form. The first
of these is the syntactic transformational (e.g. Xatz and Postal 1964) which
posits an underlying structure something like (2) for (1).

1  Leave!
2  IMP you will leave

The Imperative transformation applics to (2), triggered by IMP, and derives
the surface form (1). The second approach is the generative semantic/per-
formative (e.g. Lakoff 1971; based on Austin 1962; Searle 1969) which posits
an underlying structure like (3) (loosely represented as (4)) to which certain
rules apply to derive (1). Hers, (3) incorporates Ross’s (1972) analysis of
action predicates, involving DO.

3  COMMAND (x, y, DO (y, leave(y)))
4  Iorder you to leave

% Presented at the 12th International Conference on Polish-English Contrastive
Linguistios, Uniejéw, Poland, May 1977. The ideas discussed here wero originally pro-
sented in Wachtel (1976: chapt. 4). I am grateful to Patrick Griffiths, David Reibel,
Anthony Warner, John Green, George Horn, and Grzegorz Dogil for their help and
comments on an earlier draft.
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6 . Tom Wachtel

These are attempts to account for the surface forms of imperatives, and
for the meaning relationships between them and other fuller sentences with
clearly similar meanings (cf. the underlying forms, above). However, they
are buth arbitrary in their explanation of the surface forms in that they fail
to provide an explanation of why the devices they involve should operate,
why such forms should exist, why language should be like this at all. Why,
for instance, should you and will be deleted to form the surface imperative
form? Deletion is as arbitrary as, for example, moving thcm to the end of the
gentence, or inserting sceobie-do., so that the form of the imperative would be
either (5) or (6).

5 *Leave you will!
6 *Scoobie-doo-leavel

Or, why is it not the case that commands only appear as either (7) or (8)?

7 You will leave
8 T order you to leave

Why should a specific ‘imperative form’ exist, when these sentences are
adequate commands?

Consider, further, the arbitrariness implicit in Katz & Postal's (1964:74ff.)
treatment of imperatives and questions, where they posit I (=IMDP) as
the underlying imperative morpheme and @ as the underlying question mor-
phemie. Subsequent Imperative and Question formation transformations,
specifing these morphemes, respectively, delete them, as well as performing
other deletion and reordering processes.

The actual surface form of questions may be considered arbitrary. Subject-
Verb inversion, WH-fronting, and so on, are arbitrary markers of inter-
rogation, and not universal features of language: English fronts its WH-word,
Chiucse duesn’t; English inverts for truth-value questions, Polish uses an
initial question morpheme, Chinese and Fulani a final one, and so on. Thus
the furm that the interrogative takes in any particular language is arbitrary.

Katz & Pustal's treatment of im peratives, however, parallels their treatment
of questions. Just as @ triggers certain rules, so IMP triggers cortain other
rules, which result in the surface form. Nevertheless, there is & great deal
more consensus among languages with respect to the imperative form - a
subjectless bare verb stem — than with respect te the question form. (This
startling degree of uniformity is exomined in more detail below.) Their analysis
obscures this fact.

It is not disputed here that the surface forms of questions are arbitrary,
or that the form of any other syntactic construction may be arbitrary. It is
disputed that all such forms are necessarily arbitrary, by the nature of lan-
guage. In particular, it is disputed that the imperative form is just as ar-



A question of imperatives 1

bitrary as the question form, as is implicit in the Katz-Postal account, which
is based on deriving each from an abstract underlying morpheme. If a func-
tional explanation exists, then it must not be ubscured by the otherwise
prevalent arbitrariness.

Recall that the traditional gram.aariaus’ approach to the imperative
also ascribes arbitrariness to the surfa.e form: “With an imperative it is
generally unnecessary to add the subject” (Jespersen, 1933: 102). Apparently
it just so happens that a sentence consisting of & tenseless verb withoul &
subject (or with an ‘understood’ you) has the effect of a command. This
‘surface structure analysis® of the imperative has recently been revived, in
Downes (1976), where the fact that imperatives have the force of commands
is considered to be purely a part of pragmatics, and not syntax/semantics,
and the illocutivnary force of imperatives (“main clause infinitives’) is ac-
counted for by a pragmatic interpretive rule. Thus it is considered incorrect
to represent this illocutionary force by IMP or COMMAND, and the only
linguistic analysis cousidered necessary is the surface structure one. This
structure has the illocutionary force potential of & command, and if the pre-
conditions (as, e.g., in Searle 1969; sce below) are met, it has this illocutionary
force. According to this analysis, there is no more to the imperative, lin-
guistically, than there is to any sign — a beckoning finger, for instance. Thus
the traditional grammarians’ arbitrariness is clothed in pragmatics.

This is an unsatisfactory and arbitrary dismissal of the imperative, and
is in no way an explanation. It ascribes the same arbitrariness to the surface
form, in that the pragmatics involved deal with a much wider range of signs
than just the imperative. and there is not considered to be anything in im-
peratives, linguistically, that has anything to do with commanding. Since
there is no such connection, the form must be cousidered arbitrary. It does
have the merit of acknowledging the interpersonal aspect of commanding,
the importance of which will be developed further below.

The two accounts discussed above, on the other hand, say: “Look at all
this machinery. This is how it works. This is the structure of language”,
but without saying why this should be so, why this particular bit of linguistic
machinery should have this effect. The simple question here is why the im-
perative has the form and effect it does, if this is not arbitrary? ‘Thus, not
“How does it work?”’ but “Why does it work?”.

The present analysis olaims that it is the bare stem that is used as an
imperative (and not an ‘imperative form’), and that this is not an arbitrary
choice, but results from the fact that an imperative is intended to be taken
as an answer by one speaker to his interlucutor’s hypothetical question. What
shall I do now?. The hypothetical question is represented as What shall I do
now? throughout. It is stressed that it is the meaning of this question that is
important, and not the form. That is, it could equally well be represented as
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What do you want me to do? o What must I d?, or any other form which expres-
ses the authority relationship and invites a command. The ‘answer’ to this
question is, e.g., You shall leave now, but normal syntactic rules operate to
delote repeated material, thus leaving unly the bare ster. leave. The faet that
this form is subjectless, tenseless, ete., indieates the pragmatic presuppositivn
of the existenee of the hypothetieal question, and thus establishes the neces-
sary authority relationship. No such question is actually asked, Lut the use
of the bare stem indieates that the speaker is acting as if it had been, which
is what the imperative is about.

English is used to exemplify the pragmatie and syntaetie aspects dealt
with below. However, sipce the nature of the analysis suggests that it is uni-
versal, data from fifteen other languages is presented in the appendix.

Considering what is involved in giving a command, let us turn to Seaile’s
(1969 : 62) "Rules for the use of the illocutionary foree indicating device'.
These are conditions which must be fulfilled for a sentence to have a certain
illocutionary foree. Consider what Searle (1969 : 64) has to say on giving an
o:der: “The preparatory conditions inelude that the speaker should be in &
position of authority over the hearer, the sincerity eondition is that the speak-
er wants the ordervd act done, and the essentiul eondition has to do with
the fact that the speaker intends the utterance as anattempt to get the Learer
to do the aet”. The conditions in Gordon & Lakoff (1971) (in the form of mean-
ing poustulates) are equivalent to these conditions. These deal with sincerity
and wanting the act dune by the addressee. The authority aspeet seems to
have been neglected by linguists, sinee, presumsably, this is a social issue and
not a linguistic une. This erroneous and far-reaching conclusion needs tv be
remedied.

A command with no authority behind it will not work (thus Searle’s con-
di‘ions). Where dves this authority come from? it is clearly a purely sucial
(non-linguistie) matter. Either A has authority over B, or he does not. Con-
sider, however, the cases where therc are no overt signals of authority, i.e.
between peers. Here this is being taken to mean people who act as if they
were peers, people who interaet in a situation with no overt signals defining
their relationship. Such is the bulk of everyday interaction. The question is
where the authority behind a eommand comes from in such & situation. Or,
Low is the authority to give a command established between individuals who
are in no authority situation/relationship already?

There are two possibilities: the deferent and the assertive. The authority
relationship may be established by deference on the part of the party wishing
to rule (Uriah Heep) or by assertiveness on ! ae part of the party wishing to
rule (the macho way). Either you wear the trousers, or you put them on some-
one else (counter respectively). In each cagse there are two ways of dving it:
the explicit and the implicit.
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Deference The explicit way is simply to state that the authority relationship
is such.

9 Your wish is my command
10 At your service
11 Awaiting further instruetions
12 I’'m *umble, I am

The implicit way to establish the other’s authority is to ask a question whose
basic form is (13).

18 What shall I do now?

The utterance of this sigaals that the utterer wishes to be given an order, that
his interlooutor has (aceording to him, which is all that matters) the authority
to tell him what to do, to issue an order which will be obeyed. It is not an ex-
plicit assertion of deference; the actual specification of the authority relation-
ship is pragmatically presupposed (Stalnaker, 1974) by the speaker, on uttering
something like (13).

Assertiveness The explicit way to indicate that one believes himself to have
the.authority is tc declare it:

14 As your eommanding officer...
15 I’'m tho boss avound here
16 Because I'm your motherl

The implicit way to establish one’s own authority is to assume that one’s
interlocutor has already eonveded the authority, just as she implicit deferential
way is to assume that the opposite authority relationshin has been established.
One way of doing this is to act linguistically as if one’s interlocutor has impli-
citly established one’s authority by a question such as (13), above. The best
way to do this i3 to answer the question, and indieate, by syntactic deletion,
that even if no such question was actually asked, one is acting a had ifit been,
and the 'answer’is to be taken as such. To assume this hypothetical anteced-
ent (a pragmatic presupposition) results in utterances of the following type.

17 A: (What shall I do now?)
B: (You shall) Go kome

This results in a so-ealled ‘imperativa form®. Only the bare stem remains. By
deleting you and shall (which it here to be taken as representing the set of
modal, real or abstract, that might be used here, e.g. must, should, ...), B is
treating them as repeated items, thus implying their presence in & previous
utteranes, namely, one of the same logieal (though not necessarily lexieal)
form as the one given here. Thus the form of the imperative implies that it is

d
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10 Tom Wachtel

the answer to a question which is itself an implicit signal of deference. Thus,
by a sort of transitivity, an utterance of ‘imperative’ form is an implicit as-
sertion of authority. It is precisely for this reason that an ‘imperative” has the
force of & command.

The same analysis in terms of the performative analysis leads to a ques-
tion-and-answer pair (corresponding to (17), above) of the following general
form.

18 A: (What do you command me to do now?)
B: (I command you to) Go home

Or something like (19).

19 A: (REQUEST (A, B, COMMAND (B, A, DO (A, (A))))
B: (COMMAND (B, A, DO (4,) Go kome ((A))))

A completely atheoretical account will do equally well: the imperative form
is simply that action which is being asked about in the hypothetical antecedent
question. If question words, such as wkat, are considered as variables in a gen-
eral conceptual representation (see Lo Cascio 1976),then the imperative is the
pruper name (or constant) that is substituted for that variable, thus making
the general conceptual representation more specific. Thus, for B to say no
more than that proper name, i.e. go home, is to imply that A requires this par-
ticular specification of some variable. Thus the hypothetical ‘conversation®
might be (20).

20 A: (What 1 shall do now is x)
B: (x is) ‘go home®

This corresponds to the equivalence between (21) and (22).

21 A: What is two plus twot
B: Four

22 A 24-2=x
B: x=4

It is clear that such an analysis explicitly specifies the link between author-
ity and commanding, and explains where the covert authority of the ‘im-
perative form” is derived from As such, it is already superior to the analyses
disvussed earlier, where authority is a separate pragmatic condition en the
speech act of commanding, and unrelated to the surface form. The important
point here is that the imperative is the ‘answer’ to a hyp~thetical question.
This question is in a sense being imposed upon the addressee by the issuer of
the commard. Although it never happened, they both behave as though it had.

10

.
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A question of triperatives 11

There fullows sume evidence which supports the above analysis by show-
ing that the pragmatic and syntactic features involved are crucial in related
but different parts of the language, and are therefore not ad hoc.

Cunsider the similarity in surface form botween commands and sugges-
tions, pieces of advice, and other such forms. This is duo to the fact that these
are tho result of the same type of proeess: a suggestion, for instance, is the
auswer to a (pussibly hypothetical) questivn requesting a suggestion, the suine
is true for advice-giving, where the question requests advice. The differonce
between conimands, suggestions, advice, and so vn, corresponds oxactly to the
preconditions for the particular speech act involved. Thus, a suggestion dues
not involve the same type of authority relationship 2s a command ,but it dves
involve a specific relationship. This difference is specified by the differenco in
the hypothetical question assumed to have been asked.

23 A: (What do you suggest I do now?)
B: (I suggest you) Go home

24 A: (What do you advise me to do now?)
B: (I advise you to) Go kome

Note, further, the restausant situation, in which a customer may order his
meal by using a series of NPs,

25 Soup, ratatouille, and a Wonder Ice Cako

This ellipsis is madeo possible by the fact that the interlucutor 10les are ubvicus
in the given context. The customer/waitor relationship .nay be specified in a
question-and-answor format.

26 A: (What do you want me to bring you?)
B: (I want you to bring me) Soup, ratalouille, and & Wonder Ice Cake

Suggested answors to une's own questions alsv have the sume surfuce form.

27 What did he do? Go home?
28 Where have you been? In London?
29 What do you want me 10 do now? Mow the lawn?

These ‘imperatives® are clearly not commands. They differ from true sugges-
tivus in that they are overtly suggested answers to questions, which true sug-
gestions awe only covertly (and to a different question). It is much more trans-
parent i these cases that the utterances in question, identical in form to com-
mand ‘iniporatives’, are the result of deletion specified by the antecedent
question, and also that they are suggested specifications of variables. Note
that the utterances in (27 - 9) have no illocutionary foree in terms of their
prupusitional content: go kome? in (27) is nut & question about going hume but



12

Tom Wachtol

one about whether the proposition expressed (elliptically) by go home is the
true answer to the first question.

Straightforward answers to ordinary questions also exhibit the same type

of ellipsis.
30 A: How’s your father?
B: (My father is) Fine
31 A: What’s the time?
B: (The time is) Four o’clock
32 A: Where’s my supper?
B: (Your supper’s) In the fridge
33 A: What’s.on TV tonight?
B: Kojak (is on TV tonighrt)
34 A: How long has he been out of jail?
B: (He has been out of jail) (for) Three weeks
36 A: What’s he going to do?

B: (He’s going to) Kiil the cat

Note that Kill the cat is not & commana in (36).

This phenomenon is well knowr: and has been for s long time. Postal

(1964 : 34) says of theso "fragments” (also referred to as snmisentences”):
occurrence in isolation permits no interpretation at all. And their interpre-
tation in context is directly determined by, and does not invclve an slinina-
tion of fixed interpretations inappropriate $o, the eontext’. The point to Le
meade here is that exactly tho same process goes on in the production of im-
peratives as in the ‘ordinary’ answering of questions. This is very strong evidence
in favour of the present analysis uf imperatives. The only difference is that,
with imperatives, the question being answered (whether or uot it was literally
asked) is of a very specific nature. Consider why the fragment go home in (30)
would permit no interpretation at all if it was in isolation (which it isn’t),
whereas the same fragment in (17) is not meaningless, although it is in isola-
tion, i.e. there is no overt antecedent question.

36

X7

A: What will John do next year?
B: (John will) Go kome (next year)
A: (What shall I do now?)

B: (You shall) Go hosne

The answer, of course, is part of general conditions on deletion and recover-

quostion whatsoever. This would clearly make context-dependent interpreta-

|
1
ability. Clearly, fragments such as these cannot be answers to just ary covert |

tion impossible. Thus the covert questions are highly restricted in nature, and
in fact striotly linked to the specifie relationship holding between questioner
and answerer in torms of authority, advisory capacivy, and so on. When such

12
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a relationship is established, when sueh a context is clear, then the ‘impera-
tive’ answer can be treated as a reply to a hypothetical question consistent
with this eontext.

The point that these straightforward answers to questions exhibit the same
type of deletion is crucial here. It is the existence of this type of deleticn that
enables the implicit assertive way of establishing authority to work. The beauty
of the present case lies in the way this common linguistic proeess has been
exploited in the use of language by people behaving linguistically as if there
had Leen an utterance of a specifie type when there had been none. The sub-
tlety lies in the fact that the suceess of this stratogy depends on the identity
conditions which permit deletion; these are eommon to -.i deletion rules.
Because of the nature of surface structure eonstraints i English, a speaker
of English knows that eertain material has been deleted from a sentenee like (1).

1 ' Leave!

Because of what he knows about identity conditions on deletion, a speaker of
English who utters (1) is acting as if there had been an utterance of a eertain
type uttered just before his utterance of (1). If the speaker and his inter-
locutor do not aet as if there had been sueh a preceding utterance, then (1) is
ungrammatical; it can easily be shown by the speaker that this is not so. This
apparent flagrant violation of conditions on deletion, then, indicates that it is
to be taken that a suitable antecedent oecurred. Thus the existence of this
hypothetical antecedent is a conventional implicature (Grice 1968) on the part
of the person who utters (1). The importanee of this point is that, in English,
the imperative command is the only form exhibiting this type of deletion that
appears without a surface subject and also without an anteeedent oceurrence
of the subject, which would normslly permit deletion. This strongly suggests
the pragmatic presupposition of a suitable antecedent, and this is a question
of the What shall I do now? type.

Further supporting evidence comes from eommands of the form of “whim-
peratives” such as (387), and "fractured whimperatives” such as (38).

37 Why don’t you pipe down
38 Pipe down, why don’t you

(38) is derived from (37) by a rule of”fracturing” (Sadoek, 1974). Although
pipe doivn in (38) looks like an ‘imperative form® eommand, it is elear that it
is not derived by any sort of ‘imperative-formation® rules. It is simply the
fronted verb stem of the whimperative. This is & clear case of the verb stem of
the whimperative. This is a elcar case of the verb stem, as such, being used as
& command. The evidence is of course only available in a language which uses
fraeturing, like English.

13




14 Tom Wachtel

Consider now some supporting evidence that stems from a possible objection
to this analysis. In the appendix, evidence in support of the bare stem analysis
is presented from a number of different languages. Only the you-sing., or ‘ab
rupt®, forms are considered here. It may be objected that other forms ave also
used as imperatives in various languages, and that argue against the analysis.
In fact, corroborating evidence of & very interesting kind comes from these
forms, in spite of the fact that these are stem-t-affix forms.

Consider first that the two other principal forms used as commands, and
often called ‘imperatives’, are the subjunctive and the infinitive. Their use is
widespread in many languages. Spanish, Italian, and Polish will be used to
exemplify the point here. Consider the following forms. (The attitudinal over-
lays that distinguish between these forms will not be discussed here.)

Spanish:  que beba ‘drink’
that drink-you (pol.)-subj.
beber ‘drink!’

drink-inf.

Italian:  parli ‘speak!’
speak-you (pol.)-subj.
parlare *speak!’
speak-inf.

(In Italian, the infinitive as command is more common in the negative: non
parlare ‘don’t speak!’.)

Poligh: zeby$ pehal ‘push! (or else..)’
that-you (fam.)-push-subj.
pchad ‘push!’

push-inf.

The important question is whether it is arbitrary that these two marked forms
are used as commands in these (and many other) languages. Why does one not
find the past tense, for instance, used in this way? Clearly the choice is not
arbitrary. In that case, what is the explanation?

Note how these forms relate to ways of asking a question about a future
action in these languages. The following are all ways of saying What do you
want me to do? and What shalljmust/should I de?, which are the key questions
here.

Spanish:  ?Qué quieres que haga?
what want-you that do-I-subj.

?Qué tango que hecer?
what must-I do-inf.

14



A question of imperatives 15

Ttalian: Cosa vaoi che faccia?
what want-you that do-I-subj.
Cosa devo fare?
what must-I do-inf.

Polish: Co chcesz zebym zrobit?

what want-you that-I-do-subj.
Co mam zrobié?
what am-I-(to) do-inf.

The particular lexical items tengo que, devo, and mam are like shall in (17),
above, representing a set of items that mignt be used here. In these questions,
the subjunctive is used for perfectly regular reasons, dependent on the syntax
and semantics of questions. A full answer to the subjunctive questions could
be the foliowirg, for T want you to ——— —— .

Spanish:  Quiero que beba

want-I that drink-you (pol.)-subj.
Italian:  Voglio che parli

want-I that speak-you (pol.)-subj.
Polish: Chce zeby$ pchat

want-I that-you (fam.)-push-subj.

If we remove gquiero, voglio cke, and chee (which are repeated material, control-
led by the question) from these answers, we are left with the subjunctive ‘im-
perative’ forms, and this holds for all the various ‘persons’ that might-be used
here. The difference between Spanish and Italian is that the former retains the
complementizer (like Polish) and the latter deletes it, though in neither case
is this an absolute rule.

Exactly the same situation obtains for the ful: answers to the infinitive
ques tions.

Spanish: Tienes que beber “You must drink’

maust-you drink

Italian: Devi parlare “You must speak’
must-you speak

Polish: Masz pchaé ‘You are to push’

are-you-(to) push

If we remove tienes que, devi, and masz (repeated material), we are left with
the'infinitive ‘imperative’.

Thus we see that it is not only in ‘abrupt’ imperatives that we see the
operation of the assumption of a covert question. Subjunctives and infinitives

¢y
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16 Tom Wachtel

are alsv used as commands because they are used in answering questions
about future actiop. Deletion signals the fact that the material is to be taken
as repeated. If we do not accept the present analysis, then we disregard the
parallelism between ways of asking/answering questions and ways of com-
manding. The data suggests that we can ‘answer’ a ccvert question of this
type by either using the verb form of whatever the full answer would have
been (infinitive or subjunctive), or by also deleting the markers indicating
these forms, and using the bare stem only.

Another possible objection to this analysis is that it is appropriate only
for & subpart of imperatives, including advice, suggestions, and so on, but
dues nut cover commands where a covert question is implausible, such as (39).

39 Get off my toe, you bastard!

The present analysis does not claim, however, that there is an actual under-
lying qaestion before every command, to which the command is an answer.
That would imply that for every command there exists at least one poten-
tially willing commandee, which is not necessarily true. What is claimed is
that the utierer of a commmand in the form of an imperative acts as if there
had been a preceding question, that this is indicated by the use of deletion
rules which are triggered by this hypothetical antecedent, and that this is
where the illocutionary force of & command comes from — the command-
issuer linguistically forces his addressee into a position where they are both
acting as if he, the addressee, had asked the question. In the case of impera-
tives like (39), although it is clear that it didn’t happen, they both act as
though it had — even if he refuses to get off his toe, because he has neverthe-
less understood the meaning and force of the command, but simply chosen
not to obey.

Thus we see that the form of the so-called ‘imperative’ can be accounted
for in a non-ad hoc manner in terms of establishing, by implicature, of an
authority relationship between two people. The relationship is covertly estab-
lished by the issuer of the command, and can be specified by & hypothetical
question-and-answer dialogue. The advantage that this has over the ‘solu-
tionist” analyses discussed earlier is that it not only derives the surface form
from a well-motivated underlying form, as the solutionist analyses do, but
alsv explains why this derivation should operate in the particular way it does
and in no other way, even in languages with a rich inflectional morphology
(see the Appendix for details). Furthermore, it explains why this form — a
bare stem — works as a command, thus revesling the non-arbitrary nature
of the surface form. It is a further advantage of this analysis that it applies
irrespective of the particular framework adopted for the underlying represen-
tation of the command utterance. Thus language transcends the polemics of
linguistic theorisation.

16
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A question of imperatives 17
APPENDIX

TFiften other languages will be examined here, some related to each other,
others very distinct, in order to establish the universal nature of the hypoth-
esis that it is the bare stem that isused as an imperative, which the covert-ques-
tion hypothesis makes use of.

These analyses are necessaxily bricf, and irrclevant details are omitted.
Standard orthography will be used, unless this is phonetically opaque in &
significant way. The analyses intended to show, firstly, that other languages
elearly support the hypothesis, and sceonly, that where a language apj.zars
not to support it (e.g Polish, Greek, and others), this is the result of the
opacity of the surface forms, and a correct analysis reveals that the language
does support the hypothesis. This is intended as a demonstration that the
existence of apparent counterexamples in other languages is not sufficient
evidence, unless supported by a sufficient analysis. It will be seen that some
languages present very strong cases against the hypothesis.

It is stressed that the existenee of a language with imperatives whose
form is specifically and overtly a verb stem plus an imperative marker does
not invalidate the question-and-answer hypothesis for imperatives. There is
no reason why a langaage should not have a speceh act marker of this sort,
attached to the bare stem imperative, especially since the speeeh act of com-
manding is considered to be represented as such at the underlying level of
representation. This typo of redundancy is a common feature of language.
What is interesting, and stunning, is that so many languages do not have
such a marker, when there i< no priori reason why they should not.

Square brackets arc used both for surface phonetic representations and
underlying phonological representations. Morpheme boundaries (+) do not
appear in surface phonetie representations.

Dutch In addition to jij ‘you-sing’. and jullie “you-plur.’, Dutch has a *polite’
addressee pronoun u, morpholugieally singular, but semantically singular or
plural. This is used in ‘polite’ imperative, with subject-verb inversion.

Komt u binnen, heren ‘Come in, gentlemen!’

Affixed to the stem, -+ marks the seeond and third persons singular of the
present tense. Thus the stem of Zomt (the infinitive is komen) is kom, and it is
this form that is used for the ‘abrupt’ imperative, with no addressee pro-
noun.

Kom morgen naar me toe ‘Come to me tomorrow!’

This is perfectly regular. Further examples of these ‘imperative forms® are
breng “bring!” kijk ‘look!*. These are clear examyples of the bare stern being
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18 Tom Wachtel

used as a command, even though Dutch (unlike, e.g., English) does mark
the second person forms of verbs elsewhere.

Danish The transparency of the orthography throws the bare stems into
relief here. This pattemn is regular.

Imperalive  Infinitive  Present tense

abn dbne dbner ‘open’
lan lane laner ‘lend’

sov sove sover ‘sleep’
arbejd arbejde arbejder ‘work’

Pending a more detailed analysis of the phonology, however, (particularly of
the stod), we draw no conclusions here.

Finnish Finnizh appears to provide counterevidence, in that imperatives con-
tain material which is not found in some other forms. This argues against &
bare stem analysis.

Imperative  Inji~itive

ota ottas ‘take’
sovi sopia ‘suit’
sulje sulkea ‘close’
istuudu istuutua 'sit down’

Completeiy ad hoc phonological rules would ¥ required to relate these forms,
in order to support the hypothesis. Such ¢n analysis would, however, -also
neglect two other important points: the traditional analysis of Finnish as
having several types of verh stems, and the regular relationship between the
imperative form and certain other forms. Traditionally, Finnish uses one stem
for the infinitive, and another for the imperative. Thus the lack of correspon-
dence above. Compare the imperative with the second person present tense
form, however.

ota otat
sovi sovit
sulje suijet

istuudu istuudub

The same regular and transparent relationship is found throughout. The first
and second person forms use this stem; the third person forms use the same
stemn as the infinitive. Thus Finnish provides a clear case of using a bare stem
as a command, even if one cannot speak of ‘the’ stem, which is a language-spe-
cific phenomenon, and independent of the imperative. Many languages, for
instance, distinguish between an indicative and a subjunctive stem (see, e.g.,
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Swahili, below). That it is the stem which is used for the second person forrus,
rather than that used for the third person forms, is also consistent with the
hypothesis.

Swahili Here thers is elear evidence of the bare stem being used as the ‘im-
perative form’. The infinitive is marked by the prefix Zu-, as in kungoja “wait”
Kulenga “aim’ kutii ‘obey’. The imperatives are represented in the following

commands.
Ngoja kidoga ‘Wait a bit!”
Lenga bunduki ‘Aim the gun!’

Watii wazazi waho ~ “Obey your parents!’

In the last example, the imperative form is #ii. The prefix we- is an objeet
marker, marking the presence of wazazi (note the same prefix). Compare this-
with the following sentence.

M’tii mwalimu waho  ‘Obey your teacher’

These prefixes arve clearly not imperative markers. The forms ngoja, lenga,
and it are the verb stems, which in other sente..ces undergo affixation of
various kinds (arguments, tens, ...) to give the verb forms found elsewhere.

This stem is in fact indieative stom. Swahili subjunctives are formed by
using a subjunetive stem. This is identieal to the indieative stem, except
when the latter ends in -, whieh becomes -¢ in the subjunctive stem. The
subjunetive stem may also be used as a command.

Mwulize akusaidie  *Ask-him to help-you’

The indieative stom hert is wliza ‘ask’. The prefix is & pronoun. Usually, the
subjunetive form is vreceded by tafadhali, which is equivalent to please.

Tafadheli, nisaidie  ‘Please, help me’
Tafadhali lete sabuni na vitamba  ‘Please bring soap and cloths’

The indieative stems here are saidia ‘help® and lefa ‘bring’. Compare the
indicative stem of the same verb in the following.

Leta vikombe na visahani vyake, bakuli ls sukeri na biriki chai ‘Bring
the cups and saucers, the sugar bowl, and the tea pot’

impossible to tell whether an imperative is an indieative or a subjunctive
stem (if it makes any sense to ask), sinee the forms are identical. Either way,
however, a bare stem is being used.

1t is clear, then, that Swahili provides evidence in support of the hypoth-
esis. This evidence is particularly strong in that Swahili abounds in affixes,

l
i In the case of those indicative stems which do not end in-a, it is of course
| S
|
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20 Tom Wachtel

To put it crudely, Swahili has an affix for cverything. This oftcn involves a
lot of redundancy, as in Weati wezaxi weho, above. It is thus particularly
striking that there is no affix marking ‘impcrativeness’ — under any analysis
but the present one, there is no reason why there should not be one. The
absence of such an affix is predicted by thc present analysis, but accidental
under any other.

Latin One might expect this richly inflected language to provide counter-
evidence, but this is not the case. In fact, Latin provides very strong evidence

that it is the bare stem that is used in impcratives, in that the endings of the
forms vary, depending on the class of verbs invulved. That is, the ending is
not predictable fruin sume putatively more basic furin. Nor is there any spe-
cific imperative morpheme affixed to the stem or affecting it in some way.
The vowel found in the imperative is found throughout the indicative para-
digm for a given verb. The infinitive is given for contrast here.

Imperative  Infinitive

voca vocare *'shout’
narra narrire tell”
ride ridére ‘smile’
responde respondére  ‘answer’
puni punire ‘punish’
fini finire *finish’

A major class of exccptions is the class known traditivnally as the “third
conjugation’, where the stem is considered to cnd in a cousonant (e.g. scrib-
‘write’, leg- ‘read’) but where the imperative cnds in -e (scribe, lege). 'To sug-
gest that -e is an imperative marker in these verbs, but occurs in no others,
is not an intervsting svlution. It cannot be considered part of the stem, because
it cannot be accounted for clsewhere in the paradigm, in parts of which &
different short vowel appears. This is also suggested by the fact that the in-
finitives (scribére, legére) have a penultimate short vowel in these verbs only.
We wmay tentatively suggest, however, a constraint on the surface form of
impcratives, or bare stems, to the effect that they must end in a vowel. This
applics to all verbs, but vacuously to those with a stem-final vowel. This
simply states that *scrib, *leg are unacceptable surface strings. This is clearly
not a phonological or catcgorially-based constraint, sinec words with final
consunants, including verbs, are numerous in Latin. It is a constraint on the
stiucture of morphemes in that it affects surface stems, or imperatives, which
are the only forms that bare stems surface as.

These details are irrclevaat, however, to the hypothesis that bare stems
function as imperatives, which is clear from the Latin data, apart from the
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one elass of potentially problematic counterexamples. (Data from Winniczuk
1975).

Spanisk|Italian. The majority of Spanish verbs support the hypothesis, fol-
lowing the regularity of these two verbs.

Imperative  Infinitive
alaba alabar ‘praise’
bebe beber ‘drink’

The stems are alaba and bebe, respectively. Arguments similar to those for
Latin argue agaiust considering the stems to be alab and beb. Some (tradi-
tionally ‘irregular’) verbs suggest that the final vowel is not part of the stem,
since they do not appear in the imperatives.

pon poner  ‘put’

ven venir ‘come’
ten tenir ‘hold’
sal salir ‘leave’

Since only these four verbs exhibit such forms, it is reasonable to conclude
that any imegularity lies here, and that these verbs are unusual in having
consonant-final stems. Thus, in all the verbs considered so far, a bare stem
is used as the imperative form. A major class of exceptions, however, is that
consisting of verbs whose infinitive form ends in -ir, on the pattern of partir
‘depart’, where the vowel in the imperative does not tally with the vowel
we would consider to be a stem vowel, on the.basis of the infinitive.

parte partir ‘depart’
escribe escribir ‘write®

We find herc the same vowel as in the beber-type verbs. In many other parts
of the paradigm, the partir-type verbs also exhibit the same endings as the
beber-type verbs, in contrast with the elabar-type verbs — the subjunctive
forms, for instance. We also find this widespread distinetion in Italian, hetween
darlare-type verbs on the one hand, and credere/partire-type verbs on the other.
Also, we have the same problem with the imperative in Italian.

patla  parlare  ‘speak’
credi  credere  ‘beliove’
parti  partire  ‘depart’

Note that Italian has an -¢ ending in the imperatives of the non-a-stem verbs
(whereas Spanish has -e). Thus, it is the credere-type verbs that appear ir-
. regular (whereas in Spanish it is the partir-type verbs). Apart from this, the
same situation appears to held in both langnages, and for both languages
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22 Tom Wachtel

we have a distinction between a-stem verbs and non-g-stem verbs, as far as
much of the murphology is eoncerned. The faet th t the grouping together
of the er(e) and ir(e) verbs in both languages is not restricted to the impera-
tive form makes the apparent exceptions to the hypothesis appear less crucial.
In fact, it may be the infinitive forms, which maintain a e/i distinction, that
are ‘irregular’. If so, we may consider the imperative forms to represent the
stems (which in Spanish are distinguished into e¢-stems and e-stems, and in
Italian into @-stems and i-stems). This has clearly not been proved here (that
would require a detailed analysis of the morphology and phonology of both
languages) but we can say with certainty that the majority of Spanish and
Italian verbs clearly support the hypothesis, and there is a good chance that
all of them do.

Rumanian Here we scem to have a real counterexample. Consider the fol-
lowing imperatives, where, unlike in Latin, the final vowels (or their traces)
can be shown not to be part of the stem.

calea  [kalke]  ‘tread!’

taei [tatg] ‘be silent!”
crede  [krede]  ‘believe!
mori [mori] ‘diel’

The stems here are caic [kelk], tak [tak], cred [kred], mor [mor]. Note that these
are alzo the 1st pers. sing. pres. tense forms. If these are not stems then they
need a lot of explaining as present tense forms.

Rumanian is a clear eounterexample. We may note, however, the simila-
rity betw een these imperative forms and the Latin ones (which are bare stems),
in terms of the lifference in the final vowel depending on the verb class rather
than the presenec of a specific uniform imperative marker, and hypothesize
that at some point in the development of Modern Rumanian these bare stem
imperatives were reanalysed as stem 4 affix fo.ms — that is, verb stems were
reanalysed. Thus we may have a historical explanatior for the modern eounter-
evidence. If the bare stem hypothesis is universal, however, and pragmatieally
based, we may expect to sce a change in Roumanian imperatives, to modern
bare stem forms instead of historical bare ster: forms. (Data from Mirska-La-
sota 1964).

Polish A :nore detailed analysis is presented of Polish, sinee it appears to
have two general types of haperative forms: those which are clearly bare
stems, and those which appear to consist of stem + (vowel) }[j]. Thus Polish
provides both supporting data and apparent counterevidence, if one considers
only the surface forms. A eloser look reveals more regularity.

Note firstly that verb roots take a stem-forming vowel -i. This surfaces,
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for instance, as [j], in kupiq [kupjow], where the root is kup [kup] and the
person-tense-number affix is -¢ [ow]. Except in particular phenetic environ-
ments involving cunsonant clusters (see below), this vowel is deleted in final
position. Thus the imperative is kup [kup], derived from [kup +i], which is
the stem. In certain cases, it causes palatalisation before being deleted. Thus
we get the imperative form rzué [Zute] from [Zut +i] — [Futg]. There is no
evidence of this vowel, however, in rzucq [Zutsow]. This is the result of tho
depalatalisation caused by the suffix -¢ [oW], whereby [Zuts +i+4oW]~[Zuts i
+0W] —~ [Fute+oW] ~ [Zuts+owW)]. (See Gussmann (1973) for further details).
Thus, given these regularphonological processes, all the fullowing forms are
regular in using the bare svem (root+¢) as the imperative. The infinitive and
the thicd pers. plur. pres. tense form (hereafter ‘the -¢ form’) are given for
comparison. Certain vowel changes and devvicing rules (e.g. .n zréb [zrup])
are regular and irrelevant.

Imperalive Infinitive The -q form
patrz [patS]  patrzyé [patSitg]  patrzg [patSoiv] ‘look’
rzué [zuts]  rzueié [Zubeitg] rzueg [ZutsoW] ‘throw’

méw [muf] méwié [muvite] méwig[muvjoiv] ‘say’
zréb [zrup]  zrobié [zrobitg]  zrobig [zrobjow]  ‘do’
kup [kup] kupi¢ (kupits]  kupig [kupjowWw]  ‘buy’

It is clear that the bare stem is used as the imperative form here, without
further analysis. Turning now to the apparent counterexamples, we see that
this is not so eclear here. This, however, simply demonstrates the importanee
of analysis over mere data: “To find evidenee to support or to refute a pro-
posed condition on rules, it does not suffice to list unexplained phenomena;
rather, it is necessary to present rules’”, (Chomsky 1976 :5). The same point
is applicable in the present case. The apparent counterexamples given below
are only such at a superfieial level. They are suseeptible of analysis in sueh a
way as to reveal their true regularity and conformity with the hypothesis.
Each of the sets given below represents a elass, and not merely a closed list
of verbs,
Consider the first set of apparent counterexamples.

Imperative Infinitive

koehaj [koxaj]  koehaé [koxats]  ‘love’

czytaj [tBrtaj) czytaé [t3itate] ‘read’

rzucaj [Zutsaj]  rzuead [Zutsats]  ‘throw’

The simple data suggests that the stems are koch, czyt, and rzuc. This is not
the eage. The stems of these verbs are kochaj, czytaj, and rzucaj. (Whether
they are [kox+aj], [kox+a+i] or [koxa+i] is left aside here). Note firstly
the regularity (in terms of & final ) that these stems have under this analysis,
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in comparison with the first set of data. Furthcrmore, the -¢ forms are %o-
chajq [koxajow], czylaje [t3rtajoiv], and rzucaje [Zutsajow]. Elsewhere, -g is
affixed to the stem. This suggests that the stems of these verbs end in -aj.
(See also Gussmann (1973 : 144—5) for further details).

Thus the hypothesis is supported by this group of apparent eounterex-
amples, since it is not the imperative form as such that is different, but the
stem of the verb itself. According to the hypothesis, the imperative must
differ accordingly.

Consider now the sceond group of apparent eounterexamples.

Imperalive Infinitive
prébuj [prubuj]  prébowaé [prubovatg]  ‘try’
maluj [malyj] malowaé [malovatg] ‘paint’

narysuj [narisuj]  narysowaé [narisovatg]  ‘draw’

Here we see the productive verb-forming suffix -owaé (infinitive forn), used
also to form verbs from leancd roots. dubbingowaé *to dub (filns)’, kseroksvwaé
‘to xerox’, fifmowaé ‘to film’. This is affixed to the forms prdb, mal, rys (na-
is a prefix). These are not the verb stems, however, but the roots, and reeur
in nouns, for mstance: préba ‘rehearsal’, malarz ‘painter’, rysunck ‘drawing’.
The -¢ forms of the verbs are prébujg [prubujoiv], malujg [malujow], narysuje
[narisujow). In fact, the -uj- occurs in the whole present tense paradigm. We
sec that the stewms are prébuj, maluj, narysuj, i.e. as in the imperative forms.
The hypothesis is supported.
Consider tho third type of apparent counterexample.

Imperative Infinitive

zabij  [zabij]  zabié [zabitg) ‘kill’
wytrzyj [vit81j]  wytrzeé [vitSetg]  ‘wipe’
umyj [wnij] umyé  [umitg] ‘wash’

These are trivial counterexamples, but illustrative of the nced for analysis.

Here, the final vowel in the imperative is not the suffix it looks like, but

part of the stem; z«-, wy-, and - are prefixes. The infinitives of the ve/bs

they are prefixed to are bi¢ ‘hit’, trzeé ‘rub’, and myé ‘wash’, respectively,

whose imperative forms ave bij [bij], trzy) [t81j}, and myj [m1j]. Clearly, these

are bare stems functioning as imperatives. The hypothesis is supported.
Consider the fourth type.

Inmperative Infinitive
spelnij [spewnij) spelnié¢ [spewnitp] Tulfll’
objagnij [objagnij]  objasni¢ [objagnite]  ‘clarify’

Once rgain it ean be shown that the final vowel in the impe1ative form is not
an imperative affix but part of the stem. The -¢ fur.\s are spelnig [spew poi],
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objasniq [[objagno¥]. Note the palatalisation of the nasal, which is non-pa-
latal in the roots speln [s-} peln], objasn [ob+jasn]. (Compare the adjectives.
Delny [pewn), jasny [jasn1].) We sce here tho same stem-forning affix -; as we
saw in kup (kup], from [kup+i), and rzué [futg), from [Zut-Fi], above. Hore,
however, the vowel is not deleted, since it follows a consonant elustor ending
in a nasal, although it is in final position. Thuis it surfaees in spelnij and objasnij,.
which are the stems. The hypothesis is supported.
Consider the fifth type.

Imperative Infinitive
zaanknij [zamknij]  zamknaé [zamknontg) ‘elose’
stuknij [stuknij] stukngé [stuknontg] ‘tap’

chrapnij [xrapnij] chrapnaé [xrapnontg] ‘snore’
eiagnij [teongnij]  ciagnaé [teongnonte) ‘pull’
machnij [maxnij) machngé [maxnontg] ‘wave’

This last group constitutes the only real possible counter-examples in Polish,,
since it scems that the -i in the imperative form eannot be eonsidored pert
of the stem. Consider the -¢ forins. zeming [zamlnoW], stukng [stuknow],
chrapng [xrapnow], ciqgne [teoyhnoW], machng [maxnow]. Note the nasal
consonants, however. Firstly, it is not part of tho root; these are zamyk, stuk,
chrap, ciqg, mackh. Verbs without tho -n- are formed from these roots, with
suitably different imperatives: zamykad : zamykaj, stukad: stukaj, chrapad:
: chrapuj, wyciqgad : wyciggaj, machad : machaj. The -n- affix forms semelfac-
tive verbs from the root, and its absence results in iterative verbs. Note that
its presence makes the stem end in & eonsonant eluster ending in a pasal (of.
the previous group of verbs). Ouly after such a elustor does the imperative-
show this sinaccounted ¢ vowel. "That this is a phonologieal matter and not a
property of the root can be demonstrated by ovidenee from Polish dialects.
Tor instance, ciqgnij appesrs as ciqg (wyciqg “pull out!’, pociqg ‘give a pulll’),
No nasal consenant and no vowel. Note that tho imperative of wyciqgad is
wyciqgaj, so we are not dealing with a semelfactive/iterative distinetion.
This consonant 4 nasal cluster also has historical signifieanco. The Proto-
Slavonic (sec below) regular ‘impecative’ ending was -&. The rule deleting
this in final position hecamo operative in eertain eontexts carly, but by the
end of the sixteenth century had spread to elmost all contexts. The - survived
only after stems ending in certain consonant clusters, particularly thuse with a
nasal as the second clement. The imperative forms of verbs with i in the
stem, ¢.g. bij, myj, above, wero at that time as they are today, i.e. [bij], [mij].
At this peint, glide-formation on final { was extended to final ¢ in pulysyllabic
words, and thus to those imperatives which still ended in 1, i.e. after the eon-
sonant clusters. Theso then became immune to the change deleting final i1,
whieh was no longer final.
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The problem, then, is 8 morphological one — the presence of -n-. Gussmann
+(1973) suggests that there is a morphological rule which changes the stem-form-
ing ¢ to o in these eases, i.e. after this morpheme -n-. If this rule does not
operate when 4 is in word-final position, then stukng [stuknoW] is derived
[stuk+n+it-ow] = [stuk4n+o+ow] ~ [stuk+n4ow], whereas stuknij [stu-
knij] is derived from [stuk+4 n-+i], where the i — o rule does not operate. On
this analysis, even these verbs support the hypothesis. If this morphological
rule is inevrrect, then we are left with a class of tightly defined counterexamples
to the hypothesis, on moiphological grounds, and with a histurical explanation
in terms of the interaction of two independent phonological proeesses.

"Taking an optimistie view of the last point, we see that Polish confirms the
hypothesis, in spite of several types of apparent counterexamples, and in
spite of being a language with a very rich morphological system.

Czech Here we have the same situation as in Polish. There are both bare-stem
imperatives which are clearly so, and ones with final [Vj]. The Polish [aj]
furms are [ef] in Czech, and the |ij], [1j] endings are [i}. 'The nasal clusters are
also in evidence where one would expeet them. Compare the imperative and
infinitive forms: pros : prosit ‘beg’, trp :irpét ‘suffer’, kry Jj krijt ‘cover”,
lmpuj kupovat ‘buy’, délej :délat ‘do’, tiskni : tisknout ‘press’, mil : minout
*pass’. Bare stems clearly funetion as imperative. (Data from Damborsky
1970)

Russian Firstly, Russian provides striking evidence in support of the
above analysis of Polish were the stem of czylam ‘I read” is ana.lysed as czylaj,
.gince we sce this -@j in the present tense forms of these verbs in Russian:
wunaio [teitaju], where [u] is the person-tense-number affix. Likewise, yuma-
.ewd [toitajed] ‘you read’, of. Polish czylasz [t8itad). Since the Russian impera-
tives here have the form wumaii [teitaj], i.e. the bare stom, these are not
counterexamples at all in Russian.
Recall that the only place where the stem-forming ¢ did not surface in
Polish was finally after a stop-final root, e.g. kup. Russian has final surfece
palatal stops where Polish does not, so we see (ignoring irrelevant details)
the trace of this vowel ¢ in the corresponding Russian imperatives cAdb
J[sjaq] ‘sit down’ from [sjad+i}; ecmans [fstan] ‘stand up’ from [fstan--i]. |
Compare the st pers. sing. pres. tense forms: cady [sjadul, ecmany [fstanu]. |
We sce the full § vowel after the familiar consonant--nasal elusters: |
-docmuznu [dastignyi] ‘achieve’, ceepenu [sfjergni] ‘overthrow”. 1
There is, however, a class of verbs in which the ¢ surfaees which does not |
appear in Polish. These are the verbs which are stressed on the final syllable. |
In the imperative, this is the ¢ vowel: udu [idf] ‘go’, usyuu [izutsf] ‘study”. l
|
|
|

“This is not a counterexample to the hypothesis, since we are considering this
.to be a stem-forming vowel, as in Polish. Note, however, that there exist
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other forms of these verbs, e.g. udy [idd], where there is no 3, nor any trace
of it. We ignore this minor problem here, considering it to be the result of
a property of the suffix [u], perhaps when a consonant precedes the i. Consider
& similar problem in Latin, where the stem of amare ‘love’ is considered to be
ama-, in gpite of the surface form amo, derived from [ama-}-0].

We see then that Russian supports the hypothesis, in that it uses :-final
stems as imperatives, (Data from Pulkina 1975).

Bulgarian Here we have the sameo system as we saw in Pclish and Russian,
with imperatives ending in -i. In Bulgarian, this is always stressed, as we
8aw in some Russian verbs: wemu [tSetf] ‘read’, sau [molf] ‘ask’, 21edu
{gledf] ‘look’. Here, the root ends in a consonant. With vowel-final roots, %
becomes a glide: ceit [s6j] 'sow’, cmoii [8t6j] ‘stand’. If we did not take into
consideration evidence from Polish, we might conclude that 7 is an ‘imperative
marker’ here, since the surface data from other verb forms suggests that the
stems are, e.g., [t8et] or [tiete]. (Recall that the stem of Polish czylaj at first
appeared to be czyl, erroneously.) For instance, Bulgarian verbs are tradi-
tionally divided into three conjugations, depending on whether the ‘stern-
forming’ vowel is -¢, -t, or -6, o.g. weme- [t3ete], oasu- [moli], ezecr- [gleda].
According to the arguments from Latin, above, these should be the in_perative
forms, and thus Bulgarian appears to have an ‘imperative marker® 4. Since
Bulgarian is not a Romance language, however, we may conclude that this
" 188 more in common with the stem-forming ¢ found in other Slavonic lan-
guages, where we find both ¢-final imperatives and i-deletion. This suggests
that it might be possible to consider the stems to be [t8et+-i], [mol+-i], and
{gled+i], or perhaps [t3ete+i], [moli+i], and [gleda+-i], with i-deletion under
certain conditions (as in Polish and Russian) but not where the bare stem
surfaces as an imperative (as in Russian, and most of Polish). This has clearly
not been proved here, and & more detailed analysis is necessary before firm
conclusions may be drawn. If it turns out that it caunot be maintained,
however, and we are forced to analyze the imperative as & stem--affix form
here, then we have a situation similar to that in Rumanian, where the metana-
lysis of stems has taken place (from stem=root -+ to stom =root), thus creating
& ‘stranded’ imperative marker. (Data from Popowa 1972.)

0ld Churck Slavonic Note firstly that Proto-Slavonic (PS) and Old Church
Slavonic (OCS) imperatives developed not from the Proto-Indo-European
(PIE) imperative, but from the PIE optative. The PIE optative stem con-
sisbed of the present stem plus *-, or *-ié¢ when the present stem was not
formed by *-i or *-o0. Subsequent changes affected the stem-final vowel and
*-i. For instance, if the present ended in *-o0, the diphthong *-oi developed
into *-ei, which developed into OCS -i. This is no longer an affix, note, but
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part of the stem, as the o part of the diphthong was. Where the stem ended
in *-¢, then *-i4¢ developed into OCS -i. This accounts for the ¢ prevalent
in Slavonic imperatives, and alsu for the mctanalysis according to which
it developed from an affix into part of the stem, but not part of the root.
Thus all but a handful of OCS imperatives end in -i (and the handful end in
a palatal consonant cluster derived from *-i affixed to PIE stems ending in
*d).

Of the 17 OCS open verb classes in Lehr-Splawiniski and Bartula (1976),
9 have i-final present stems. For these verbs, the imperative form is identical
to the stem, without further detailed analysis. The other eight have stems
ending in -e. These constitute counterexamples tu the hypothesis, unless it
can be shiown that the underlying representation of these forms is identical
to that of the imperative,stem, as has been shown for similar cowaterexamples
in Polish. (Data from Lehr-Splawinski & Bartula 1976)

Greck Greek provides a whole range of ayparent counterexamples. Consider
first a relatively simple case. nudeve [pujdewe] ‘cducate’. This imperative
is the bare stem. It consists, however, of the root [pajdew] plus the stem-
forming vowel -e [e]. This vowel occurs in all the forms of thuse verbs whieh
take it (sce below for verbs which den't). (The variant o occurs before nasal
conscnants.) However, when a further vow el-initial suffix is added, certain
regular phonetic rules affect the contiguous vowels. The details of these
rulcs will not be exaniined here, only the changes they effect. Consider the
following derivations of other forms of the same verb: zaideve [pajdewo.]
(st pers. sing. pres. ind. act.) is derived [pajdew+e+0:] > [pajdew--o:]
- [pajdewo:]; modevy [pajdewe:] (2nd pers. eing. pres. ind. med./pass.)
is derived [pajdew-te- Liai] — [pajdew +c+ai] - [pajdew-e:] — [pajdewe:);
noaadevere [pajdewete] (2nd pers. pres. ind. act.) is derived [pajdew 4-o--te]
- [pajdewcte] - the stem-forming vewel is not affected, since the following
affix is not vowel-initial.

In the imperative, since no affix follows the stem, this vowel is never
changed or deleted, nor does it ever appear as o, of course. The result is that
it may lock as though this is an imperative marker, sinee it always oecurs
in this form, but it is wsually not evident in any other form. This is clearly
a false assumption, since it is present in all the relevant forms, even though
it does not surface, since it is part of the stem.

This camouflaging of the true nature of this vowel is compounded by the
effect of these phonctic rules in the case of rovts ending in -a, -¢, or -o, like
T [tima] ‘value’, moie [poje] ‘do’, dovio [du:lo] ‘subjugate’. As above,
the stem-forming vowd ¢ is affeeted by a following vowel-initial suffix; here,
it is deleted, following which further rules affect the root vowel, which is now
adjacent to the suffix. These are the Ist pers, sing. pres. ind. aet. forms: 1@
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[timo:] is dexived [tima+c+0:] - [tima-o:] ~ [timo:]; noid [pojo:] is derived
[poje+e+0:] — [poje+o0:] = [pojo:]; dovid [du : lo:] is derivel [du : lo+e+o0:]
= [du :lo+0:] - [du: loz]. If no suffix follows the stem, however, as in the
imperative, then the stemn-forming vowel is not affected by the first rule
of the above derivations, and the e remains. Now, however, different rules
apply, affecting the root and stem vowels. These are the imperatives: tiuc
[tima] is derived [tima+e] - [tima:]); zow [poje:] is derived [poje--e]
— [poje]; doviov [du: k] is derived [du.lo+e] - [du: lu:]. Since a different
vowel is adjacent to the root vowel Lere, the changes effected are diffgrcnt.
Now, it so happens that the final [a:] oecurs in alnost only this form, the
“imperative’, of [tima-]; similarly for the [e:] of [poje-] and the [u:] of [du: lo-].
Once again, the imperative has a distinet form which doesn't look like the
stem, only here we can’t even see the stem-forming vowel e. This is purely
the result of the phonctic rules affecting adjacent vowels, however.

Consider now those verbs which do not form stems from roots by using
this vowel e, bat do so by initial reduplication, or by the suffix -vo [ny:].
We would thus expeet the imperative to be overtly identical to the stem here.
This is so. The root oy [ste:] ‘stand’ forms its stem by reduplication: {oty
[hi4-ste:] (<[si-+ste:]). The imperative is icn [histe:]. This is clearly a bare
stem. The root derx [dejk] “show’ forms its stem with -vo: derzvo [dejk--ny:].
The imperative is derzvo [dejkny:]. This is clearly a bare stem!

Other verbs of this class, however, underwent certain analogical changes,
based on the verbs taking the stem-forming vowel e. This affected those stems
whose root vowels were -¢ or -o, such as 7i0e [ti--the] ‘Iay’ (root: ¢ [the])
and &ido [di+do] ‘give’ (root: Jo [do}). By analogy with, e.g., the roots
noe [poje] and Sovio [du: lo], above, in some cases a ‘stem-forming’ vowel
¢ was suffixed to what was already a stem. Thus the ‘real’ stems [tithe] and
[dido] betame {tibe+e] and [dido+¢], and it is the latter ‘stems’ that were
used as the imperative form’. Phonetic rules that we have already seen above
affected these underlying forms, deriving wfer [tithe:] and &idov [didw].
Theso are not the ‘real’ stems, but are derived as if they were, in that the
aifix distinguishing them from the stems is the misplaced stem-forming
vowel e.

Tt is thus clear that Greek, in spite of apparent superficial counterexainples
of the strongest kind, provides strong cvidence in suppurt of the hypothesis,
in that it uses bare stems at the systematic level, rather than at the surface.
The apparent counterexamples are simply the result of phonetic rules applying
to the bare stems. (Data from Golias (1975) and Auerbach & Golias (1962))

Clinese 1t is clear that no very strong argunients can be drawn from a lan-

guage which contains very little verb morphology anyway. For example,
the futurity of the following sentence is indieated only by méngti@n ‘tomorrow’.
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Wo mingtian ddo  Bsi Jing g ‘I shall go to Peking tomorrow’
T tomorrow  to Peking go

In Chinese, the imperative is only one instance out of many in which the
verb appears as & bare stom. Likewise the absence of a subject is found in
non-imperative sentences, as in the following conversation.

A: NI mingtidn m#i shi mé ‘Are you going to buy some
you tomorrow buy book Q books tomorrow?’
B: Msi ‘Yes’
buy
This is the normal way of snswering questions.It is clear that the non-appear-
ance of the subject is pragmatically justified. The form mdi is also the form
used as the imperative, ‘Buy!’. Whereas no direct evidence can be drawn
from this, it is worth noting that those contexts in which a bare stem form,
like mdi, is appropriate are responses to questions, where the non-surfacing
but semantically relevant material has been expressed in the question. Also,
consider information questions, such as the following.

A: NI xidnzdi zdo shénmé “What are you doing now?’
you now do what

B: Xdn bado ‘T'm reading a newspaper”
read newspaper

These subjectless forms also occur in other places where specification would
be redundant, e.g. when listing a series of actions performed by one person,
even across sentences, where no change of subject occurs. The only place
where there is no direct linguistic prespecification of the subject is in impera-
tives. The fact that Chinese produces the same form as a response to a ques-
tion as it does as an imperative is circumstantial evidence in favour of the
covert question analysis of imperatives, which explains why this form is used
in imperatives, whore there is no overt specification, but there is a pragmatic
assumption of the presence of covert specification.

Conclusion We see therefore that the data from some other languages sup-
ports the hypothesis. The support is particularly strong from languages with
complex inflectional systems, unlike English. There is also some strong counter-
evidence from some languages, however, though there always seem to be
extenuating circumstances. These require a more detailed analysis than is
possible here. If it can be demonstrated that all languages use a bare stem
as the ‘imperative form’, then we have strong support for the covert-question
hypothesis. If not, then the universality of the hypothesis is weakened, but
it is not invalidated, since redundancy is & common feature of language,
and it is not unusual for languages to use speech act markers.
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CONTRASTIVE SOCIOLINGUISTICS —
SOME METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Karorn Jawnickr
Adam Mickiewicz Universily, Poznad

The existence of sociolinguistics presupposes recognition of language
variation. Language variation, in turn, may be conceived of basically in
*erms of: ‘

1) the ideal speaker-hearer’s knowledge of communicative rules and his
potential application of these rules, and

2) the actual performance as investigated on a group of speakers strictly

defined by social and geographical parameters. )
The two views on variation bring to light the fundamental question of socio-
lingzistics, namely, what is it that the sociolinguist studies, or should study?
The choice of (1) or (2) does not necessarily answer the question posed, but
it definitely imposes on the linguist methodological requirements and con-
straints pertaining to the collection of data. Whether (1) or (2) will be the
focus of the sociolinguist is a matter of individual preference and philosophical
standpoint. In some authors’ opinion both aspects of language variation
should be investigated as “the interaction of competence and performance... is
essential for the understanding of everyday activities” (Cicourel 1974 : 44).
It follows that sociolinguistics may create models of both communicative
competence and situated usage, i.e., performance.

Adherence to the first alternative necessitates accepting the view that
neither linguistics nor sociolinguistics should go beyond investigating the
ideal speaker-hearer’s linguistio competence and communicative competence,
respectively. Within this perspective the sociolinguist’s task would be to
expand the theory of linguistic competence to that of commuuicative com-
Petenco, by supplementing a set of formation rules with & set of rules of use.
Viewing communicative competence as an expansion of linguistic competence,
as understood by Chomsky (1965), entails a corollary as for the way data
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should be obtained. In such a framework mainly the sociolinguist himself
would serve as an informant and his intuitive judgments would be arrived
at largely through introspeetion.

The type of sociolinguisties adumbrated above is justly exposed to wide
criticism. It should be opposed basieally on the same grounds that the ‘ortho-
dox’ linguistivs (ie., mainly the transformational-generative approach) is
objected to. ‘The main objeetions rele.ant to our subsequent diseussion include:

1) disreg.rding the heterogenous nature of the speech community, and
2) generalizing deseriptive statements to larger groups of speakers on
the basis of the individual linguist’s intuitive judgments.

Namerous authors have objeeted to the transformational methodology.
Ditimar poirts out that “it is not possible to determine the correetness of
descriptions to the extent that linguists deseribe solely their linguistic in-
tuitions” (1976 : 188) and “the grammaticality and aceeptibility of utterances
cannot be satisfactorily ascertained by questioning” (1976:188). By ad-
ministering self-evaluation tests to groups of informants Labov (1972) in-
dicated clearly that speakers’ judgments are often just reports on what they
think they say. The actual data collected differs significantly from the data
reported on. It follows that the data collected within the transformational
methodology is unreliable, and it does not allow generalizations relative to
a strictly defined speeech community. Thus any theory of communicative
competence (understood as an extension of Chomsky’s linguistie competence)
must fall short of the goal of offering reliable deseriptions of language varieties
other than the idiolect.

The sociolinguist whose interest is dirceted to language performance
must make use of entirely different methodological tools. By attending to
empirical data, and by correlating these data with isolated social parameters,
the “performance sociolinguist™ has aceess to eategories that the transforma-
tional linguist is barred from. Hence the availability to the sociolinguist of
more rcliable data and legitimate generalizations to strictly defined groups
of speakers and language varieties other than the idioleet.

Wo now wish to relate the foregoing considerations to the operation of
Contrastive Sociolinguisties (CS) which seems to be best understood in terms
of an approach toward sociolinguistics. The underlying objective of CS is
twofold:

1) provide a systematic juxtaposition of equivalent and non-equivalent
goeiolinguistie patterns, and

2) provide an analytical framework for the formation of theories of lan-
guage use, i.c, performance theories,

(1) implies supplying information for applied sociolinguistic purposes, eg,
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foreign langnage teaching. Below we want to indicate that CS analyses will
bear most fruit if they are perforned within the “performance alternative’”
commented on at the beginning of this paper.

Non-sociolinguistie contrastive studies earried out in different countries,
and reported on in journals like PSiCL have elearly exhibited the methodol-
ogical confines of transformational grammer. Logically, the eontrastive socio-
linguist oriented toward performance analysis will question some of the
methodological assumptions that the ‘orthodox’ contrastive lingnist will
accept (cf. p. 2).

One should give much credit to authors such as Brvin—Tripp (1973),
Slobin (1963), and others for their sociolinguistie findings. Carried out within
the “communicative competence alternstive” as they are, they do eontribute
a great deal to our understanding of the functional aspeet of language. However,
if valid conlrastive studies of this sort are to develop a switeh to the “perform-
ance alternative” scems inevitable. The few contrastive sociolinguistic
studies available ag well as the bulk of nonsociolinguistie contrastive analyses
carried out to date have purported to provide faets pertaining to two lan-
guages, which in faet have been some nonspecified varieties of ejther of the
languages comnpared. The soeiolinguist who is not only aware of the existence
of language variation (we believe that all linguists are), but also in & principled
manner attends to this faet in his academie endeavors, can hardly approve
of comparing aspects of for oxample Polish and English, without explisit.
specifying what varioties of the languages in question are being investigated.
It follows that contrastive sociolinguistie analyses carried out within the
“eommunicative competence perspeetive” would not offer velid information
for at least two reasons:

1) such information would refer to a nonspecified speceh community,,
and hence nonspecified language variety, and

2) oven if the language varietics of refurence were defined intuitively,
it would not be possible to state that the two varieties eompared are com-
parabie in sociolinguistic terms. The foregoing considerations lead us to say
that in order to bring out statements valid sociolinguistically CS has to resort
to analyses of performance.

In view of the faet discussed above we want to conecedo that contrastive
sociolinguistie analyses eannot bs undertalken until the necessary levels of
comparability have been established and elearly defined. While the ‘orthcdox’
linguist has been foreed to study the competenee forms underlying mainly
standard and relatively formal performance patterns tho soeiolinguist is
free to take an aceount of any variety of a language. However, prior to an
attempt of a contrastive analysis the soeiolinguist has to make sure that the
varieties, each of a different language, are eligible for mutual comparisoni.
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In order to establish the levels of comparability one has to take recourse
to the distinction between:

1, language variety according to user, and
2) language variety according to use.

The interaction between the two involves the necessity to make choices and
establish comparability with respect to both (1) and (2).

The first decision will concern the national varieties the linguist wishes
to study. This step is inevitable in the case of languages like English or German
where & number of national varieties exist side by side. Since language varies
from social group to social group, upon analyzing a language the sociolinguist
then ought to malke his choice as to the social group he wishes to study. In
a contrastive analysis the language variety of an equivalent social groups of
the other culture should be juxtaposed. In order words, choices must be
made with respect to the sociolectal variety which may in practice be nar-
rowed down to such small group varieties as those of professional groups.

Language variation according to user includes also the regional dimension
which, although most relevant to monocultural sociolinguistic research,
turns out to be of little use for contrastive purposes. As regional equivalence
across two languages cannot be established the student of CS should primarily
be concerned with the sociolectal level of comparability, i.e., he should make
sure that the varietics of the two languages compared are equivalent in the
social functions that they can play. Graphically, the relationship between
sociolectal variation in L, and Ly is very likely to take the following form:

Sociolects of L, Sociolects of L,
, : -
2 L
2
3 4
4 3 4
5 Y1

In both Ly and Lg, 1 will differ from 2 (likewise 2 from 3, ete.) in formal lin-
guistio features as well as rules of usage. It mush be remembered that any
pair of languages may differ in the number of functional sociolectal categorics
each language contains. Such & lack of one-to-one correspondence hinders
the validity of findings pertaining to our socioleots 1,3 and Li3 for example,
since L;3 and L3 do not occupy the same place in the scoiolectal structures
of the respective languages. In view of these facts it seoms relatively -easy
and plausible in practice to compare the sociolects exhibiting the highest
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and the lowest social prestige, the “in-between sociolects” being a fuzzy area
where cquivalence can hardly be established. While the top point in the scale
usually refers to the standard variety of a given language the lowcst ones
may pertain to a variety of lects sume of whieh are, and others of which hardly
seem to be, comparable with sociolects of another language. There is no doubt
that Black English Vernacular fur instance, which has very low social prestige,
is not comparable with any sociolect of Polish. There are other low prestige
sociolects, however, which are eligible for comparison.

For epistemolugical reasons a comparison of any cquivalent sociolects
may be attempted. With a pragmatic goal in mind, however, (foreign lan-
guage teaching) the only choice fully justifiable is the sociolects ranking
high on the social prestige scale. In foreign language teaching the standard
variety (intuitively described) has always been the model variety. Also, from
the point of view of the social roles that the foreign learner is likely to play
in the target culture learning & standard variety seems the only choice justi-
fiable for him. This refers exclusively to foreign language learning and teaching.
It does not relate t< second language learning and teaching where sociolectal
choices might be different depending on the social groups concerned (e.g.
immigrants).

Contrastive Sociolinguistics will also have to take account of situations
where members of sociolect 1 of Ly communicate with members of 2 of Lg
(likewise members of 1 of L, with 2 of L,). In such a case speakers of both 1
and 2 apply & number ¢f adaptive rules which modify their speeeh with respect
to the rules which are used when in-group members are addressed. CS will
be interested in looking at those adaptive strategies as they function in a pair
of langnages.

In a contiastive scciolinguistic study soeial groups may have to be split
into the female and the male categories. As is well known o1ce of the dimensions
of linguistic variation is that of sex. Depending on the individual language
the differences may be more or less striking. When one looks at languages.
like Polish, English, Germau, or French one does not think that equivalence
of sex has to be established as a level of comparability. While this is fun-
damentally true vne should not forget, however, that other languages manifest
more significant differences! whereupon setting sex equivalence as a level
of eomparability has to be at least taken into aceount,

It is of interest to students of CS to know what the distribution of lin-

! For example, in Chiquite, and ’.merican Indian languago of Bolivia, ‘my brothor®
is {&ibausi (when said by a female) and tearuki (When said by & malo), ‘my father' is
tjali (malo speaker) and tsupu (fumalo speaker). In the American Indian languago Xoasati,
a languago of the Muskogean family, speken in Louisiana, "He is saying"® is /ka.s/ (male
speakor) and [ka:/ (fomalo) (Trudgill 1974).
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guistic forms is in apparent time - ‘‘that is, along the dimension formed by
the age groups of the present population’ (Labov 1972. 163). This dimension
refers to generation divergencies which when correlating with linguistic dif-
ferences, which is usually the ease, constitute another potential level of com-
parability at whi.h equivalence .nust be established. Generation discrepancies
within one society are often revealed not only at the linguistic level buv also
at the higher sociolinguistic and sociv interactional levels. Norms pertaining
to social interaction scem to be changing very rapidly nowadays. Likewise,
the linguistic and non-linguistic® behaviour that implements the various
rights and obligations in actual interactivn markedly differ acruss generations.
Therefore the student of CS must explicitly stato what age categories he is
considering. It follows that, within the framework adwmnbrated abuve, three
possibilities become available:

I. accounting for sociolinguistic behaviour pertaining to the language of
generation 13 (functional sociolinguistically) of Ls, and accounting for socio-
linguistic rules pertaining to the language of comparable and equivalent
generation eategory 1 (functional sociolinguistically) of L.

II. accounting for the sociolinguistic behavior of 2! of L, and the equi-
valent category 2 of L.

III. accounting for the sociolinguistic behavior of both 1 and 2 of I,

and L. &
The present discussion of the age factor should not be confused with the issue
of age as a variable present in any speech situation. The puint in question
is that while age is always a variable in any speech situation in the languages
the author has some knowledge of (e.g., German, English, Spanish), the
status of this variable within the entire variable complex may significantly
vary from one generation to another.

Once equivalence and the levels of comparability have been established
with respoct to the user, variation according to use must be taken into account.
‘Variatior. aceording to use” is translatable into the individual speaker’s,
or a relatively homogencous group of speakers’ linguistic repertuire out of
whicl the appropriate linguistic furms are selected in varying extralinguistio

* Tako as an examplo tho youngor and tho oldor Polish gonerations and the way
theso two diffor on tho norms of dancing (both kinesies and proxornics).

3 It scoms that in most sociotios thoro aro two genoration catogories funetional
so:ivlinguistically. If wo cunsidor ! to be the younger generatiun in the fitst altornativo
tho linguistio varintion of tho older goneration would not bo described.

4 2 rofors to tho oldor goneration.

8 This poseibility is not meant to indicato soparate studics of 1 of L, and 1 of Ly;
2 of L, and 2 of L,, and postdesoriptive matching. It is intended tu indicato an approach
resulting in genoralizations biggor than in tho caso of the possibilities I aad II. A socio-
linguistic rulo arrived at within III would bo capable of genorating instances of bohavior
gonoralizablo to pertinont rules of I and II formulated soparatoly for each category.
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circumstances. The set of registers that speakers have at their disposal in-
volves a large variation of linguistic forms which are subsumable under dif-
ferentiated eategories (ef. Janicki 1978). It is important therefore to state
wlhich of these categories of language use are being considered in & contrastive
soeio’.nguistie study.

The issue in questicn may be best illustrated with the examnple of style
(a type of register). Joos (1959) arbitrarily distinguished five categories of
style for English — frozen, formal, consultative, easual, and intimate. Let
us assume that the same number of categories has been isolated for some other
language L. The following diagram illustrates the relationship between socio-

leetal (variation according to wser) and stylistic (variation accorling to use)
variation.

Socwlects of L, Socwolects ol Ly

s rozen=a

formal=b
consultatin e-¢
Castal=d
mtmate-¢

frosen=-a -
Tormal-b
consuitative =< I
casial =d

- thtimate=¢

:
]
1
-

| I T T |

o

Stalistie varnation of Ly
_A
I
T
Stylistic varianon of |
A
1
T

In L, there are four sociolects. Likewise L; includes four soeiolects. Each
of these four socivlects organizes its stylistic usage in a specific way. It follows
that 1 of Ly must be compared with 1 of Ls (2 of Ly with 2 of L, ote.).The
sociolectal level having been established @ of 1L, must be compared with a
of 1Lz (b of 1L, with b of 1L, ete.).

Having established the indispensable levels of comparability the con-
trastive suciolinguist mey commenee his analysis of the two seleoted varioties
of Ly and L,. Thus it will become clear that each statement is made relative
to a strictly defined social context which correlates with the individual lin-
guistic varicty undor consideration. Whether the soeiolinguist will then care
to integrate findings pertaining to two or more varicties, or whether he will
eschow such an attempt is an entirely different matter.
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HOW TO DESCRIBE PHONOLOGICAL VARIATION

TuoMmMAS Heroxk — Lavia ToXELLI

University of Vienna

0

In this paper we shall first argue for phonological analysis to abandon.
the sclf-imposed limitation on slow-careful speech as its only object of des-
criptions, and to extend its data domain to forms of fast and casual speech.
Second, we ghall critically review the theoretical and methodological tools.
offered to the analyst of phonological variation by current schools of pho-
nology. In this context we shall present some substantirl asswmptions about
the organization of polystylistic phonological systems, and their description,
thereby referring to studies made by adherents of Natural Process Phonology.
These assumptions will receive further illustration by a model analysis of
particular cases of phonological variation in German and Italian.

1

This article is based on the conviction of its authors that it is necessary
for the phonological description of a given language to cover not cnly carefilly
pronounced slow speech forms but also fast and casual speech forms. Con~
sequently, we argue for phonological analyses, whether they axe theoretically
or practically motivated, to abandon their usual limitation on a single phono--
stylistic level (viz. slow-careful speech)! and te extend their data domain.

——

3 Cf. Pike's (1961, 124 - 125, 209 - 210) advice to analyse but slow careful spoach
and merely specify tho stylistic lovel a given speech form bolongs to, thereby assuming,
that casual speech phenomena aro essentinlly the samo across langunges (which is only
truo as far as general formal and substantial proporties of casual speech forms are aon-
corned — seo 3.2 and 3.3, below, but not a3 to the phonetic content of theso forms, which
is of course highly language-specifio).
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40 the whole scale of phonological styles.® In short: we want phonological
analysis to be pclystylistic rather then monostylistic. This demand ean be
Justified by the following -eonsiderations:

— From a theoretical point of view it is a highly challenging task to investigate
phonological variation (=the properties of the phuncstylistic variants of
a given linguistie item; the way these variants relate to each other).

— As for practical implications of such an extended account of phonostylistie

-data, it will help to remedy one major shortcoming of traditional foreign
language teaching, namely its being exclusively devoted to teaching of max-
imally differentiated speech forms without bothering about phonological
variation within both, the souree and the target language. The effeets of this
shorteoming ean be clearly secen when we consider the following two inter-
ferential phenomena typical of foreign language users:

1. Their inability to understand casual speech furms of the target language
(because they) are not taught how to relate them to their careful speech
correspondents).?

2. Their earefree transfer of casual speech patterns of their mother-tongue
when speaking casually in the target language.

The following examples may serve to illustrate these points (cf. also Dres-
sler (1971), Gnutzmann (1975), and Rubach (1977)). It is obvious that there
is a long way from, e.g. over-precise English [wot du: ju: wont] “What do you
want?’ to casual [wofowont]. As for the seeond point, namely transfer of a
-casual speech pattern, consider the following ease of transfer from Austrian
Cerman to Italian: Austrian German Vr — sequences are pronounced as such
in very careful speech only. As speech beeomes moro casual, the » undergoes
a rule of r-vocalisation. Thus, Pferd [pfert] ‘horse’ is realized as [pfest]. When
Austrians speak Italian they tend to apply this rul. to Italian words meeting
its applicational eonditions. Palermo [palermo] ‘Palermo * or certo [¢erto] ‘certain’
are ‘austrianized’ as [palesmo] and [$eeto], which makes them incomprehensi-
‘ble for many Italians.

* As coan be seen from our wording we rogard slow-careful speech as ono stylistio
Jovel among uthors. Consoquently, we argue that any special status attributed to slow.
carvful specch can be justified solely on pragmatic grounds (slow .careful speech scems
4o bo must casily accossible to the analytical dovices of thoe linguist — cf. in this respoct
Piko's statements reforred to L. fuotnote 1, also sco Thurow (1977)) but not on any prineipl-
-ed grounds.

3 T'lus inability scems often to be paralleled by gross deficicneies of the language
loarnors in Eronouncing end understanding the ‘weak' (i.e. clitio, unaccented) forms
of formn words, for — as Gnutzmann (1075) has shown in a oritical review of German
-olomontary books for aliens — what they are taught cxolusively are the corresponding
“strong’ forms (i.e. their isolated pronunoiations under accont).
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What must be done, then, is to develop foregin language teaching programs
80 as to counteract interfererces as the ones menticned above. Consequently,
contrastive analyses must b carried through with the specific aim to reveal
the similarities and diff2rences two or more languages exhibit with regard to
phonological variation. The practical value of such studies will bacsically depend
upon their descriptive and explanatory adequacy, which in wwn follows from
their theoretical and methodological background. In the following section we
shall therefore assess critically the descriptive and explanatory potentials of

current models cf phonology with regard to adequately accounting for phono-
logical variation.

2

Due to an increasing interest in the psychological and sociological vari-
ables governing language use, phonological variation has been investigated more
and more during the last decade, both within interdisciplinary research and
within phonological theory proper. Before that time, however, no explicit at-
tempt had been made to inquire into the form and nature of phonological varia-
tion. The few structuralistic investigations systematically concerned with the
description of more than one phonological style of a language suffer from the
cmbarrassing fact that both, the allophonic distribution and the phonotactic
behavior of phonemes within one style do not hold across the phonostylistio
scale. The only principled way out of this dilemma would be positing ‘coexist-
ent phonemic systerus’ (cf. Fries & Pike (1949)), i.e. performing separate and
different phonemic analyses for every phonostylistic level. This would in turn
result in such an enormous increase of analytical work to be done that every
phonologist would have to refrain from this solution for practical reasons. What
structuralists have rather been doing is to give fairly unprecise characteriza-
tions of the fluctuations of phonological constraints between different styles in
terms of “phonemic stability/instability’.

Descriptions of this sort merely focus on differences in the SJunctional (i.o.
phonemic vs. allophonic) status of the correspondent phonological units of
different styles, and it is highly doubtful whether such descriptions are able
to point out significant properties of phonological variation at all. What re-
mains to be done in any case is to give a systematic acco it of the regular pho-
netic correspondences holding between the phonological units of different phono-
stylistic levels; studies of the above sort tend to severely neglect this latter
point. Such regular correspondences can apparently be described best within
& processual framework, i.e. one has processes to derive from a common ztem
the phonetic forms of any given phonostylistic level. Among the phonological
frameworks qualifying as processual, Standard Generative Phonology (SGP)
(as initiated by Chomsky & Halle (1968) and continued by, e.g., Kiparsky

2l
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(1968; 1973)) because of its methodological and substantial principles clearly
provides the best thevretical background for an adequate recording of phono-
logical variation. ¢ In particular, the importance of at least the two following
basic principles of SGP must be pointed out:

1. The assumption of grammatical prerequisitcs to phonology; many phono-
stylistic rules turn out to be sensitive to lexical, morphological and syntactic
information to the sane extent as obligatory (see, however, footnote 11) pho-
nological rules.

2. The strategy of derivation of phonetic output forms by means of ordered
application of phonolugical ruleson a relatively abstract underlying form (there-
by covering the whole range of morphonological variation): It can be used
to relate the phonostylistic variants of a lexical item as well (cf. Dressler (1972;
1975)).

Although SGP, in principle, qualifies a promising framework for an eco-
nomic as well as theoretically sound description of phonostylistic data, its
substantial and methodological principles should be supplemented by some
basic assumptions of Natural Process Phonology (NPP): NPP is used as a cover
term for theorctical work represented in a number of articles by David Stampe
(1969; 1972), Pat Miller (1972; 1973), Arnold Zwicky (1972), Gaberell Drach-
man (1977a), and Wolfgang Dressler (1972; 1975; Dres-ler & Drachman(1977)),
all of them dealing either with the processual aspects of phonology or with
phonolugical variation proper. We shall try now to extract those results of NNP
which directly bear upon the problems of describing (and contrasting) polysty-
listic phonological (rule-) systems.

3.1

According to Stampe (1969;1972) the productive part of the phonology (i.e.
productive phonological rules as well as live morpheme structure constraints)
of a language = is made up of nalural phonological processes. Natural pho-
nologi¢al processes form & class of universal phonological substitutions creating
phonetically plausible sound patterns. A language x can be said to choose
among this class all the processes operative in z, and adapt them in such a
way that they act as language-specific morpheme structure conditions and

¢ For a rare example of a structuralistio study ¢ icerned with both, the functional
(scil. ‘functional’ as used by structuralistic phonolugists) and the processual aspect
of phonological variation, sce Thurow (1977). Thurow uses an item-and-process model
as a descriptive framework, whereas most structuralists have adhered to item-.and-ar-
rangement procedures. It must be pointed out, however, that the above mentioned
descriptive sliortcomings of structuralistic investigations can only partially be attributed
to this methodological difference; they are rather due to the struoturalists’ overrating
6f the phonemic vs. allophonic principle of phonological analysis. ‘
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phonological rules respectively, producing but language-specific phonetic out-
put forms; that is to say, the application of natural phonological processes
within a particular language is controlled by language-specific constraints.
‘What makes this concept of process phonology highly attractive for our pur-
poses is the following:

1. It permits a principled account of phonological variation. Interstylistic
differences of phonetic patterns become casily derivable if one assumes that
the constraints on the application of phonological processes vary systematic-
ally from style to style. This means that, e. g., & process which operates exclu-
sively within morphemes in one style is allowed to additionally apply across
morpheme boundaries in another style, and even across word boundaries in
& third one; likewise, two processes standing in a bleeding relationship in one
style may feed each other within another style. Finally, processes which do
not operate in certain styles (i. e. are suppressed in those styles) come up in
other stylistie forms of speech.

2. By attributing processual properties to both, morpheme structure condi-
tions and phonological rules NPP permits a unified characterization of pro-
ductive phonological regularities as processes. This permits us to explicitly
account for the rather frequent fact that in cases like the Italian and German
ones below a morpheme structure condition and a phonological rule — though
operative on different phonological structures on different levels — may ex-
press one and the same phonotactic regularity. ® Moreover, if we imagine &
morpheme structure condition of a language x and a phonological rule of &
language y providing phonotactically idertical structures, the relevance of this
unification of description for contrastive analysis becomnes obvious, sinee it
is by no means clear how & morpheme strueture condition and a phonological
rule as such can be compared with each other, SGP allotting entirely different
statuses to them. ¢

$ In Kissoberth's (1970. 204) words: “As is often the case, phonological rules...
in & senso ‘rceapitulato’ the morpheme structure condition(s)”. See also Wojcik (1976)
for a discussion of this point.

¢ "This must not be misunderstood as denying the motivatedness of difforentiating
between morpheme structure conditions and phonological rules (as does, c.g., Hooper
{1976) from tho point of view ux .iatural Generative Thonology). It has been shown by
numerous authors (sce Dressler (1977: 54 - §7) for a roview) that morpheme structure
conditions can logitimately bu pustulated un various grounds. One may summarize all
these arguments in favor of mourpheme structure conditivns. there aro indeed (1) phono-
tactic regularities which hold exclusively within morphomes as well as (2) phonotactio
regularities holding witlun morphomes on the systematic phonemic ( =abstract) level
only. What adherents of NPP havo strossed rather, is the necessity of charactorizing
the properties cummon tu buth murpheme structure conditions and phonological rules
in terms of natural phonological procosses.
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3.2

A matural phonological process is defined in essence by the change in the
phonetic composition of the phonological entities it applies to. Typical natural
phonological processes are vowel nasalization, palatalization of consonants,
development of tenal patterns due to the influence certain consonantal arti-
culations exert on fundamental frequency, etc.. The extent to which a na-
tural phonological process operates in a given language can be characterized
by listening to its PATIENTS (i. e. the phonologieal entities undergoing the
process), its AGENT (i. e. the phonological entities eausing the process to
operate), its ENVI" ONMENTS (i. e. the applicational domains where the
process operates), ..s DIRECTIONS (leftward/regressive vs. rightward/pro-
gressive, proceding from the AGENT).? Considering NPP’s wssumptions on
phonological variation presented under 3.1., one expects the classes of patients,
agents, environments, and directions (as well as the interplay between indivi-
duel processes, see 3.1. (1.) above) to vary from style to style. Phonological
varistion within & particular language becomes describable (at least for
the greater part), then, by accurately registering the cross-stylistio extensions/
[restrictions of the patient, agent, environment and direction classes of the
processes operating within this language.

3.3

I Dressler-Drachman (1977) (see also Dressler (1977: 14,25)) a distinction
is made between clarification processes which strengthen the phonetic content
of their patiens by improving their artieulation and by dissimilating them
from their phonological environments, and obscuration processes which fuse
their patients with neighbouring phonological entities in order to provide for
coarticulatory eace. Since obscuration processes will necessarily reduce both,
the perceptual quai'ty and the syntagmatic transparency of morphemes (by
creating fusional transitions), they can be expected to be either fully suppressed

" The torms patient, agent, and environment wero introduced by Drachman (1977).
Differentiating between agent and environment captures the important difforence between
cause (o g any nasal consonant for vowol nasalization) and sponsor/inhibitor of a given |
process, a difference not explicitly expressed by the traditional phonological rule format. ‘
Environments may be of a purely phonological naturo (e.g. vowels (PATIENTS) nasalize ‘
due to the influenco of following nasal consonants (AGENTS), provided the nasalz are
in turn followed by spirants (ENVIRONMENTS)); thoy may, howover, bear morpho- 1
syntactic (boundaries!) as well as loxicosomantis information. Sco Drachman (1977: 90, |
and passim) for further examples. )

ERIC | 45




Phonological variatio;b T

or at least heavily restricted in careful styles, and to increasingly generalize
as speech becomes more casual. Clarification processes, on the other hand,
are typical of formal styles, and are less and less applied as casualness.
increages. 8

4.0

In what follows we shall try to give substantial illustrations to the ‘philo-
sophy’ of NPP, presenting a polystylistic account of nasal assimilation in
German and Italian. Nasal assimilation is a ratural phonological process recur-
ring in many languages which assimilates-in-place a nasal consonant. We shall’
start with a rather informal (and slightly simplified) presentation of the Italian
and German data. Afterwards we shall try to systematize (and hopefully ren-
der comparable) the fairly disparate data of both languages by means of the
heuristic and descriptive devices of NPP outlined above. In addition to our
observations we used data from the following phonological studies: Muljadié
(1969), Saltarelli (1970), Mioni (1973), and Gnerre (1976) for Italian; Wurzek
(1970), Dressler (to appear), Wodak & Dressler (to appear) for German. More-~
over, it must be stressed from the very beginning that the phonostylistic data.
to be presented below slightly reflect the authors’ dialectal ongm Tuscan Ita-
lian and Standard Viennese German.

4.1

Italian has a morpheme structure constraint which disallows non-homor-
ganic nasals preceding obstruents or nasals, providing for the place specifica-~
tion of the nasals in (1).?

* Intensivo compartive studies on & number of natural phonological processes.
carricd out by adherents of NPP, and others, have resulted in establishing hierarchios.
(seo Zwicky (1972), Drachinan (1977a)). Hierarchics are universal (i.e. cross-linguistically
significant) scales of preference fur the putential agents, patients, onvironments and.
directivns of a given process (¢.g. & PATIENT-hierarchy of vowel nasalization would
Lave to express tho ty polugival generalization that low vowels are more liablo to nasalize
than mid vowels or even high vowels). A hierarchy is expected to account for two thiugs:.
Tirst, is should express the probalility for a given segmont to bo actually found acting,
as, say, patient of vowd nusalizatiun in any particular language with nasalized vowels.
Second, it shiould alsu predict in whick way a given, say, patiwent class will enlarge/roduce
as the process takes its way across the phonostylistic scale. Thus the worker in tho con-
trastie field is provided with expectations about what kind of phenomena he is likely
to find, although, of cuurse, ev ury language will to a cortein dogreo doviate from those
universal tendencies. We dou Lot want to go into & moro extensive discussion of this.
puint, because there arc as 3ot no established uraversal hivrarchivs for nasal assimilation,.
to be investigated in 4. below.

* Examples are written in & ‘very broad’ (near phonemie) transcription; A and
m denote palatal and labio Jdental nasals respectively, @ and ¢ open mid vowuls. Phonetie-
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“*0BLIGATORY FOR ALL STYLES:

1) tomba, empito, triomfo, imvido, onda, mentsionare
mandzo, penso, kondSo, mantSa, mandZare, banka,
angolo, dZ¢gmma, donna, denno

In addition, Jtalian has & phonological rule of nasal assimilation applying
across morphosyntactic boundarics ® which cxtends its application with pro-
.gressive casualness of speech, as can be seen from the list in (2a - d) (cf. Gnerre
(1976: 289 - 292)).

“OBLIGATORY FOR ALL STYLES:

(2a) assum--to — — assun--to
speni4-to — — spen--to
in-}-patsigntsa — — im-}-patsigntsa
in-}-grato — - in--grato
in4-mgbile —— im-}-m@bile

“OBLIGATORY FOR LESS CAREFUL (=colloguial) STYLES:1!

-(2b) kon 4 permesso — kom s permesso
kon # grandettsa — koy # grandettsa
kon # malitsis — kom # malitsia

Fed by a rule which deletes the final vowel of certain endings of (in order of
preference) suxiliary verbs ((2¢), already in colloquial styles), modal verbs and

detail is given only to those parts of the transoript which are of immediate interest for
the phenomonon under concern. This must be kept in mind especially for German casual
speech forms which considerably differ from the forms cited below because of tho opera-
tion of other casual spee ™ rules affecting vowel quantity and quality. The effect of
these rules on the phor e output will be neglected for sake of olarity.

1 As for boundary symbols used, ‘-* denotes & boundary of both inflectional and
derivational morphology; ‘#:' denotes a boundary between olitics (stressless) words
and stressed words (as well as a boundary between compound constituonts in German
examples); ‘44 signals a boundary betwoeen stressed words. It must be pointed out,
however, that the assignment of a partioular boundary symbol to a given syntactio
construction will often appoar to be rather ad-hoc, since at the moment theoretical
knowledge about boundaries available to the analyst is rather scant.

1t Rathor than classifying rules as obligatory vs. facullative we consider all rules
to be obligatory within certain styles; this results from the basic assumption of NPP on
the organization of polystylistio phonological systems, according to whioh a phonolo-
gical style can be unequivocally defined as a coocourrence of & number of specifically
adapted natural phonological processes. Once & given style has been ohosen on extra-
linguistie grounds, the speaker simply must apply all style-specifie processes. ‘Obligatory
-rules’ in traditional terminology are simply rules which tnvariably hold for all styles.
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full verbs (2d), the nasal assimilation rule even applies across # # — bound-
ariesin casual styles:

(2¢) abbiamo # gridato — abbiay # gridato

OBLIGATORY FOR CASUAL STYLES:

(2d) POSSONO # % Pagare — possom % pagare
mandZano # # pane — mandfam # # pane

4.2

When compared to Italian, German turns out to be less restrictive as far
as morpheme-internal nasal-consonant sequences are concerned : |m| may pre-
cede ncn-homorganic dentals and velars as well as homorganic labials, of. (3)
va. (4);

(3) hemden, zamt, amzal, imker
4 ambos, lumpen, Simpf

In] is found before homorganic dentals, quasi-homorganic palatoalveolar |§],
and palatals, of. (5) and (6):

(5) ende, ento, agns, unzer, gants, mens
(6) fynf, mang

In| may precede homorganic velars, i.e. properly speaking [k| only (cf. (7)),
since the few instances of morpheme-internal |ng|-clusters are exclusively found
in non-native words. Additionally, thers is a rather limited group of morphe-
mes with heterorganic |ns|-sequences, of. (8):
)] bank, krank, zegke

(8) anst jynst, leys

Since there are good arguments to derive all context-independent instances of
In] (those in (8) as well as those in ziym, Bvigan, which form minimal pairs
with zinan, §vimon, thus qualifying 1) as & taxonomic phoneme) from underlying
Ing/ (via ng - ng = nd, cf. Dressler (to appear)) the following rule of nasal
assimilation (9), corroborated in some cases by a rule of g-loss after 5y (cf.
(10)), will be made responsible tor all the velar nasals presented above:

)
L) n - [+back] [—[+back]
(10) Sample derivations:

[bank/  [angst/  [zing--en/
nasal assimilation bank angst zing--on
g-loss after 1) - anst zil)-on

[bagk]  [angst]  [ziy+-en]
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Morpheme structure eonditions will account for all instances of complementary
distribution of jm| and in|, i.c. the positions before the labials (where only m]
appears, cf. (4)) and before |ts}, 8}, |f], and [¢| (where only [n] appears: gants,
mend, fynf, mang).

As for assimilations across boundaries, the most formal style lacks them
completely, with increasing casualness in; (but never mj or \j) assimilates-in-
-place to a following obstruent or nasal (with the exception of a following pala-
tal |j |, ic{), surmounting progressively stronger boundaries, as can be seen from
the forms in (lla - ¢):

OBLIGATORY FOR ALL STYLES EXCEPT THE MOST FORMAL
ONE (across ‘--’-boundaries):

(11e) an--paken — am-}paken
an--fy : ron — am-fy :ren
an-maxon — am-+maxen
an-+kla : gon — an--kla:gon

But never: um+-digton — *un-+-digten
ziy-+t — *zin-t,

OBLIGATORY FOR COLLOQUIAL SPEECH (across ‘4 *-boundaries):

(11b) an#pe : tor — amd#pe : tor
ren#pfe : rt — rems# pfe : rt
and#gerda — andkgerda

OBLIGATORY FOR CASUAL SPEECH (across ‘# # ’-boundaries):

(1lc) ‘die Auto bakn bauen’
ba :n 4 #% bagen — ba :m # % bagen

Note that inspite of jn; being assimilated across progressively stronger bound
aries, the distribution of m| and |n| within morphemes remains the same
throughout the phonostylistic scale, with the minor exception of [n| Dbeing
assimilated-in-place to labiodental fricatives, as speech becomes more casnal,
Jynf being realized as fymf.

As soon as forms like those in (11b) appear, a rule of progressive nasal assimi-
lution begins to operate (both within morphemes and across ‘+'-boundaries),
assimilating a following syllabic nasal to the place of articulation of any pre-
ceding consonant (again with the exception of |¢] and [j|). A number of other
rules have to do preparatory work to provide for its applicational conditions:
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Tirst, a schwa-deletion rule deletes the }o] in forms like in (12a):

(12a) & : bent, ju: gent, ge : gon, trep--on, li : b4-on,
lagf-+-on, Iz : v-on, kempf-+on, kom--an, bak-4-on,
ragx--on, ziy--en

Second, resyllabification yields

(12b) a: blllt, ju: gxllt, ge:gn, trep+xll, li: b+x|1,
1a9f+xl1 , 19 v+xl1, kompf+x}, kom+xI1, ba.k+xl1,
mgx+1l1, ziy) +1}

which are ‘intermediate’ forms only, i.e. constitute no possible output forms.
Progressive nasal assimilation has to apply obligatorily now, giving

(12¢) a: brlnt, ju: gns, ge: gn, trep-+-m, Ii :b+1}1
lagf-{-rln, Io: v+1|n, kempf+rln, kom+r'n, bak+x?,
1'n9x+x?, zir)+x9

It is interesting that this progressive type of nasal assimilation, unlike the
regressive one which execlusively applied to |n|, is ‘strong’ enough to yield
for careful speech atom, i.c. applies both to |n| and |ml].

With increasing casualness progressive nasal assimilation may extend .ts
domain of application even across ‘4 *-boundaries, cf. (13):

(13) ‘Ich mache ihn auf’1?
max(o)# i:n — max #q

5

Nasal assimilation being a typical obscuration process (it provides for homor-
ganic articulations, thereby saving a considerable amount of articulator move-
ment, regardless of a resulting reduction of morpheme transparency) we
expect it to maximize its applieation with incressing casualness of speech.
And this is exactly what happens both, in Italian and German, the extension
affecting the agents, patients, environments, and directions of the process.
This cross-stylistic expansion of nasal assimilation along the phonostylistio
scales of German and Italian is given schematically in Tables 1 and 2 below.
Let us eonsider Italian first: here the cross-stylistic extension is in two steps
and exclusively involves the emviromment specification of the process. Its
minimal application (i.e. its ‘obligatory’ application in traditional terms),
indexed EXT O, is within morphemes (*+4__+") (where it applies to |n] as
its sole patient), functioning as a morpheme structure condition, and across.

12 Hore a number of other rules havo to derive tho weak forms of forn words ke
#:n first, which then form the input of progressive nasal assimilation {fur & detailed
account, seo Gnutzmann (1975), and Kohler (1077: 219 - 230)).
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Table 1
NASAL ASSIMILATION IN ITALIAN
ENVIRONMENTS
DIRECTIONS PATIENTS 4+ 4+ — A —d—
EXT 0: regrossive n all agents
m, n, all agents
EXT 1: regressive [ n all agents
m, n, A all agents all agents
EXT 2: regressive [ n all agents
7 m, n,h all agents all agents all agents
AcexnTs: Stops p b ¢ 24 kg
Affricates ts t§ dz dz
Fricatives f ¢ & & =z
; Nasals® m n 7
Tablo 2
NASAL ASSIMILATION IN GERMAN
ENVIRONMENTS
DIRECTIONS PATIENTS 44—+ —HF— —F
EXTO0: regressive n k,g; p, b, pf
ts, 8
EXT1: regressive n k, g p,b,pf
{ ta,3
n all agents
n k,g; p, b, pf
regressive { ts, 8, f,v
EXT2: n all agents all agonts
progressive m, n all agents  all agents
n k,g; p, b, pf
rogressive { ts,8,f,v
EXT3: n all agents all agents all agents
progressive m, n all agents  all agents all agents
AgexTts: Stops P o ¢ d % g
Affricates  2f s
Fricates I v & § z =
Nasals m n 3

morpheme boundaries ('__-+__") (where |m|, |n|, and []) are its patients,
functioning as a phonological rule there. With progressive casualness, nasal
assimilation expands its applicational domain across clitic boundaries ("_#__")
first (EXT 1), and across stressed-word boundaries ('__4 4__") then (EXT 2).
The direction of nasal assimilation as well as the agent-class (given bencath
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Table 1)!* remains the same for all three adaptations of the process. In Ger-
man, nasal assimilations extonds in three steps. Hore we find both, a regressive
and o progressive variant (the regressive variant being the basie one : it appears.
throughout adaptations EXT 0 to EXT 3 of the process (see Table 2)). The
patient-class for regressive nasal assimilation remains the same for all exten-
sions, namely |n| only, whreas the progrosive variunt applies to both (syllabic)
Inj and jm].

— In EXT 0, in its maximally restricted form (in very eareful speech) nasal
assimilation applics regressively only, triggered by (1) the velar stops (thereby
Junctioning as a phonological rule) as well as (2) by a class of agents ({p|, {bj,
Ipfi, Itsl, I3]) before which |m] and |n| ave in eomplementary distribution
(thereby functioning as a morpheme structure condition).14

— EXT 1 involves the application of the regressive variant of the process
across morpheme boundaries, being triggered by «ll agents listed beneath
Table 2,

— In EXT 2 the environment of regressive nasal assimilation comes to include
elitic boundaries as well, with the same agent-class as in BXT 1. At the same
time, tho progressive variant of nasal assimilation, being in turn triggered by
an all-agent-class, becomes operative, acting both within and across morpheme
boundaries. Finally, |f] and |v] arc added to the morpheme-internal agent-class
of the regressive variant.

— EXT 3 consists in an expansion of the environments of both, the regressive
variant (across’ 4 ¥ *-boundaries) and the progressive variant (across "4 *-bound-
aries) with the same agents as bofore.

6

To summarize, we have tried to exemplify how Natural Process Phonology
(NPP) contributes to a better understanding and deseription of phonulogical
variation. In particular, we have emphasized NPP’s basic assumptions on the
processual organization of (polystylistie) phonology, aceording to which dif-
fering phonetic patterns of different styles aro generated by various appliea-
tional adaptations of natural phonological proeesses. Additional fundamental
principles of NPP permitted us to charaeterize phonologieal rules and morphe-

' dgents oporating within o given environment are listed in the column of that
environment.

' It is important to noto here that the vrocees does not account for all the cases
of complementary distribution of nasals before consonants reported in 4.2.: the oxelusive
appearance of |n] before |f] aud o] cannot be considered as being generated by the natural
Phonologieal process of nasal assimilation, since no homorganicity is achioved; instead,
o simple redundancy will capture these distributional regularities.
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me structure conditions in & uniform way, and to develop valid hypotheses

about the extent of application natural phonological processes exhibit in
different styles. Thus, we tried to justify our initial suggestion to include the
theoretical outcomes of NPP into the heuristics and the methodology of
analysis of phonological variation.
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TOWARDS A CONTRASTIVE PRAGMALINGUISTICS*

Pmp RiLey

lniversity of Nancy I1

INTRODUCTION

There are & number of important aspects of language behaviour which are
not amenable to the theories and procedures of classical Contrastive Analysis.
In particular Contrastive Analysis has failed to deal with problems of mean-
ing, language use and the various linguistic aspects of interaction. One
reaction to this state of affairs is the attempt being made to develop the
semantic component of Contrastive Generative Grammars (cf. KRZESZOW-
SKIT 1972, 1976), and it does indeed seem that valuable insights may be gained
thereby.

Another reaction, though, has been to turn away from meaning as repre-
sented by deep structures “inside” sentences and to investigate it instead
as it is manifested in social acts “outside” sentences. The focus of such an
approach is not on the theories, models and data of linguistic structures
but on the social patterning of discourse and interaction. For the Pragma-
linguist, then, it is language functions rather than linguistic structures —
discourse, not grammar, the communicative act in context, not the sentence
in isolation — which are central to his investigation.

Can the Contrastive Analyst benefit from such an approach? Is the work
being done in Pragmatics (as well as in related fields such as Discourse Ana-
lysis, Social Psychology, Sociology) of value to him? This paper suggests that
it is; indeed, it is based on the ‘strong hypothesis® that Contrastive Analysis
without & pragmalinguistic dimension is inadequate.

* Much of the work described in this paper has been earried out with two of my
colleagues in the CRAPEL, M.J. Grommo and H. Holec: I take this opportunity of expres.
sing to them my affoction and gratitude - whilst in no way trying to share the blame for
any miaskes and over-generalisations eontained herein!
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This suggestion is not a new one (GLEASON 1968; HARTMANN 1977)
atd & valuable programmatic statement of aims and vbjects has been made
(SAJAVAARA 1971). But when we come down to the nitty gritty we find
that, in fact, very little has been dune, since nv suitable model of pragmalin-
guistic ur interactive structure has been available for the Contrastive Analyst
to use even if he wanted to.

So this paper is & first, tentative step in that direetion. It is possibly also
vver-ambitious, and wrong-hcaded. but it does try, through the analysis of
conrete examples, (however inadequate), to make a practical and not just &
theoretical contribution to the field.

I — OUTLINE OF A AMODEL OF PRAGMALINGUISTICS

In this section, we will be considering very briefly & model of pragmalin-
guistics which has been develuped at the CRAPEL over the last four years.
Obvivusly, this is nut the place for a detailed diseussion of the status and
scope of pragmalinguisties (see STALNAKER 1972) but one or two points
need to be made if the relevance and perspeetive of what ‘olluws is not to be
distorted.

1. Meaning as a construct of behaviour

We would like first to draw attention to the meaning of meaning as it is
used here. For the pragmalinguist a «d the student of interaction, the tradi-
tivnal philosophical and semantic accounts of meaning are of little use or
validity, isolated, de-eontextualised ob,ects ur concepts are unsuitable tools
fur the description of the dynamics of connununication. Rather, he sees meaning
as % construet o, interaction, and he studies the ways in which participants
in a communicative event create, relate, orgauise and realise meaning in
behaviour. .

(As will probably be immediately obvious to the reader, the term prag-
malinguistics is not used here in the sense in whieh it is used by some philo-
asuphers of language, whose main interest is restrieted to the referential opera-
tivns of the verbal code. (Deictics, pronouns, negations, ete.) Such an approach
offors little more to the understanding of interactive mesning than does tra-
ditional semanties).

The pragmalinguist regards attempts to define the meaning of meaning
as & Will 0’ the wisp. nicaning for him resides in and is conveyed by the com-
biuations and the relationship between a nuniber of semiotie clhiannels, and
it is theso operations which forin the primary object of his study. He studies
and attempts to account for all contributions tu communieative interaction,
whether votbal, paralinguistic (i.c. vocal non-verbal) or non-verbal. Semantics,
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with its traditional focus un the verbal component alone, is of little help in
the desaiption and analysis of colnmunicative behaviours involving the whole
specttum of sensory categories — paraphonology, key, intonation, gaze,
facial expression, gesture, touch, smell, orientation, proxemics, as well as a
myriad of social and situational features.!

A fundanental concept for the pragmalinguist, then, is that of the act of
communication, of which the specch act is simply one possible realisation.
A nod of the head can communicate agreement just as efficiently as the word
‘ves'. su, too, can a smile and gesture, acquiescence or the right choice of
intonation or key. And this is a crude, over-simplified esainple, since the
meaning of an act of communication is often the suin total of words plus
facial expression, plus key, cte., - plus all the situationally relevant features.
Meaning is the relationship specified by these phenumena in combination.

This objection applies just as strongly to even the most sophisticated
Lind of Contrasuve Generative Scinantics, which still has as its object the
meaning of the isolated sentence. To put it another way, a bilingual infor-
mant’s intuitions about equivalence (the sort of thing one might ‘get at’ via
the deep structures and semantic component of a contrastive TGG) will
nut be enough to satisfy the criteria for meaning discussed here. they will
still only provide infurmation about a range of possible interpretations in
context. No matter how much the grammarians mangge tv reduce semantic
vagueness, isolated sentcnces will always remain pragmatically vague since
they Jack the interactive dimension. Again, no amount of cobbling with con-
text-sensitive rules or whatever can repair the basic premise of semantics,
namely, that all meaning is internal and verbal. The meaning of face-to-face
interaction is an amalgam of information from many chaunels and, in par-
ticular, the discourse structure is mainly marked non verbally. No account of
nieaning is adequate which fails to take into consideratiun such vital ques-
tions as who is speaking to who? When? Where? What is the nature of their
relationship? Of the circumstances? What activity are they involved in? What
is its purpose and that of the communication?

At the double risk of labouring the puint and of caricaturing alternative
approaches, let us consider an example:

There is an oak-tree in the middle of the meadow.

This, yon will agree, is the surt of sentence that often gets taken for semn-
antic analysis. Traditional semantics has been limited to the study of pro-
pusitions (‘sense’). Essentiully, this has meant the elaboration of rules for

I For o discussivn of the integration of non verbal communication into discourso
analysis, seo RILEY (1973, 1076), the discursive role of intonation (‘key’) is the subject
of BRAZIL (1976).
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testing the truth of propositions. with relative esse, the semanticist can set
up and define classes of referent, to which he can attritute such objects as
‘oak-tree” and 'meadow’. He can describe the relationship which is predi-
cated between them, whether oak-trees are the sorts of things one finds in
meadows, and so on.

But when a sentence occurs in discourse, as one of a series of utterances,
it derives contextual meaaing from them (or they select meanings for it).
Some of these meanings may be connected with the constituent elements of
the sentence in isolation (oak-tree, meadow, etc.) but a whole new interactive
dimension is also added whosc meanings cannot be predicted fromn the sen-
tence in isolation. The reader is invited to imagine that he is the Sherrif-hero
of a Western, who has just been captured by the Villain and a band of hench-
men. The henchmen are urging their leader to hang the Hero. “Aha!™ says
the Villain, with a twirl of his black moustaches, “there is an oak-tree in the
middle of the meadow”.

However inveterate a semanticist, it is unlikely that the reader would
start examining the truth of thig utterance. Both he and the henchmen would
be interested in it as a reply and as & suggestion —major meanings which it
could only have in context, its meanings as a communicative act.

2. Illocution®

Within Pragmalinguistics, the study of comnunicative acts rests on the
theory of Illocution (AUSTIN 1971; HOLEC 1975; SEARLE 1969). Communi-
cative acts may be realised verbally, paralinguistically or non-verbally. That
is, the speeck acts to which most writers on the subject limit their attention
are only one type or realisation of the wider class, communicative acts.

Communicative acts include inviting, accepting, agreeing, disagreeing, ex-
plaining, denying, suggesting, hypothesising, promising, offering, cte. The il-
locutionary value (or function) of each acts reflects directly the use which
the actor (“speaker”) wishes to put it to. lvusely, it can often be regarded as
an exteriorisation of his intention in caitying vut that particula act rather
than another.

The illocutionary value of communicative acts has no dirvet link with
their formal realisation. In different contexts, a given grammatical stiucture
may realise a wide range of functions. and, vice-versa, the same finaction may
be realised by a wide range of different grammatical structures. Stinctures
and functions are not in a one to vne relationship. the point is not a new one,
but it is worth exemplifying as it is thz distinguishing feature of pragmatic
as opposed to grammatical descriptions.

* The torm is taken from AUSTIN (1971).
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(i) Same form, different functions:
You’re not going out

a) Prohibiting — father to a ehild with a eold: it is raining.
b) Confirming — I am reacting to the statement of a friend with
a cold: he says he’s staying in all day.
¢) Threatening — kidnappers to victim
d) Expressing surprise — but I thought we were going to see this
afternoon’s game together!
e) ‘Staling’ — if anyone ealls you'll be here to answer the door.

(ii) Same function, different forms:
Agreeing

a) Yes, sure, right, fine, 0.K., Bob’s your uncle, ste.

b) Repetition (You're leaving? I'm leaving).

c¢) Nod of the head

d) I agres, I accept your point, I see what you mean, ete.)
e) No, I suppose not (You say you can’t do it now...)

When we talk about the ‘sane’ form or realisation in group (i), it should be
<lear that we are referring to identity at one level of description only, the
mexpho-syntactie level. It is precisely because there will be many differences
at other levels (paralinguistic, non-verbal, rituational) and because these
differences will result in differences of meaning, that we must go beyond
the semantico-grammatieal into the pragmalinguistic. To put it more bluntly,
whatever the differences between the items in group (i) are they are important,
and they are not grammatical.

The second important point which needs to be made is that non-verbal
behaviours which realise communicative acts must necessarily be regarded
as having an illocutionary function. In group (ii) above, we included the head-
nod as & realisation of agreeing. other examples are not difficult to find —

a) disagreeing with a shake of the head,

b) greeting (wave andor eycbrow flash)

¢) declining(e.g. by placing one’s hand over a cup or glass when offercd
more to drink)

d) insulling (e.g. giving someone the obscene V-sign)

e) commanding (e.g. by beckoning to someone)

3. Some remarks on:Non- Verbal Communicalive Behaviour

Obviously, not all non-verbal behaviours have illocutionary force: those
we have classed as indices, for example, may carry information about the
participants in an interaction which is of general pragmatic interest but
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which is so low on the scale of linguisticness as to be usually irrelevant to
the discourse analyst. (See RILEY 1975). The remaining non-verbal behaviowrs
have been categorised as follows:

(i) Those having illocutionary force (see above)
(ii) Kinematopoeias (‘“‘illustrators’)
(iii) Detciics
(iv) Regulators of interactional tactics:
— turn-taking signals
— attention signals
— address signals

For present purposes we would like to concentrate on the non-verbal
behaviours in group (iv), the regulators ¢f interactional tactics. These be-
Laviours are the regulative mechanisms uf interaction. they govern the distribu-
tion of utterances and the transitions from speaker-state to listener-state
and to addressee. They are sets of rule-governed behaviours which control
the sequential structure, timing and distribution of utterances: who speaks
when, and to whom. We have claimed that meaning in face-to-face inter-
action is a construct of behaviour: it is these behaviours and the rules which
govern them which permit the negotiation between participants which is
necessary if their individual contributions are to mesh at all levels, as. i

must do if any sort of communication is to take place.

Work by Duncan (1972, 1973) and by Kendon (1964, 1967) has descnbed
the mechanisms involved in furn-taking, and atlention, particularly those
concerning gaze. For example, a speaker whe wishes to yield the floor will
make eye-contact with his interlocutor immediately before the end of his
utterance. Other NV behaviours which may accompany or replace gaze here
have also been identified and described. they include a number of postural
and guestural behaviours, creaky voice, low key and cessation of body move-
ment.

By address we mean that rule-governed set of verbal or non-verbal be-
Laviours by means of which a ‘speaker’ selects and indicates his Addressee(s)
in groups above the dyad.®> When we interact in a group, we do not usually
speak to all the group all the time, we speak to individuals or sub-groups.
We have identified the following nun-verbal behaviours as operating in the
address system. eye-contact, head direction, orientation, posture and gesture.
(Of course, address may also be realised verbally — “Would you like some
tea, Mary?’ — and indeed the choice of verbal address is proving to be 3
surprisingly useful marker for certain types of discourse).

3 By Addressco wo mean the pacticipunt (8) upun whuin the Speuker impuses tho
duty/right to reply.
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Address is a very simple behavioural systen. it is alsv an caticmely punwers
ful descriptive tool. By observing address behaviour we are wuble tu state
accurately which participant(s) a speaker is “speaking to’’ fuor any given
utterance. This means that we now have a way of coding utterances, or,
rather furns, in all types of interaction. By distinguishing for each twin (i,
2,3...) which participant (W, X, Y, Z...) is the Speaker (S), the Addressee(s) (),
the Listener(s) (L), w e arc able to cude each turn in terms of participunt states.

Since address (though not necessarily the behavioural mechanism which
realises it) ¢s @ universal the Contrastive Analyst is now in a pusition to cum-
pare many important asp cts of the discourse structure of different languages
(An example is given below). Fatterns of cunsecutive codings, expiessed
in terms of (1) The codings themselves, (2) Change of address and (3) Change
of first Speaker, give us discourse units of varying types, curespunding to
exchanges/transactions etc. As we try to demonstrate below, such desuip-
tions provide us with valuable formalisations of sucial rule, participant states,
formality and situation, i.e. with information concerning precisely tliuse
non-semantic parameters of meaning which, it is the Pragmalinguist’s on-
tention, are essential to a description of interactive discourse.

4. Oulline of @ Model of Discourse

" The considerations discussed above concerning

*(i) Meaning as a construct of interaction

- {ii) Illocution

(iii) Non-verbal communication -

lead us towards a model of discourse (and eventually to a model of inter-
action) which differs radically from most others which have been put for-
ward.* In very general terms, our work on the structures of written and
spoken discourse hasled us to the cunclusion that, as une passes from discourse
which is written, prepared and non-interactive to discourse which is spoken,
spontaneous and interactive, structuration depends less and less on the vrdering
of the propositional content and more and more on the nature of the tians-
action. (RILEY 1975; ABE et al. 1975; DUDA 1974; ABE, DUDA & GREMMO

- 1977).

The investigator of authentic, spontancuus, spoken discourse wlo tiics
to base his analysis on a logical approach tu propusitional content is in for
a rough time. Rather, we believe that the only practical approach is via
the two other features of spuken discourse which we have already loukad at
briefly, namely

(i) illocution

(ii) non-verbal behaviours

4 With the exception of WIDDOWSON (1977), where a tripartite diviston, yery
similar to the one suggested here, is also posited.
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We can, that is, describe such discourse as a sequence of illocutionary acts
and &s a series of interactive acts. Such a distinction is all the more necessary
when we consider that much non-verbal behaviour has no illocutionary value,
its function being the regulation and marking of discourse structure. This
gives us illocutionary structure (or “communicative’ structure) and an inter-
active structure (or “diseursive” strueture). Since elements of the two strue-
tures are not in a one-to-one relativnship, we may treat them as simultaneous
but parallel.

Such an approach to discourse structure might be diagrammed in the
following way:
SITUATION

By Formal Structure here we mean realisation. the set of message-bearing
elements (verbal, paralinguistic, non-verbal) in a situation. These elements
have substar c¢ and are realisations of various systems and struetures whose
organisation can be described in terms such as elass, units, structure and
distribution. The textual function of such clements is described in terms of
their internal relations (and without reference to the meaning they carry).
Tlucutionary Structure. here we deal with sequences of illocutionary aects
(e.z Tnviting, Accepting, Confirming, Thanking). There is no one-to-one
relationship between these acts and units of formal structwie i.c. they are
not related at different levels of delicaey.

Interactive Structure. here we describe linguistie organisation in terms of
interactional tactivs. turns (opening, reply, dosing) address, relative distribu-
tivne of utterances (exchange, transaetion). There is no une-tu-une relationship
between interactive aets and illocutionary aets.

It may help clarify this set of distinetions if we take an example. let us
iniagine that Mr. and Mrs. A. wish to ask the way in London. they approach
& stranger, Mr. B., and the following dialogue ensues:

L. Mr. A. :Sorry, but can you tell us the way to St. Jumes' Park,

please?
. Mr. B.:Are you on foot?
. Mis. A.: Yes, we are. Ig it far?
. Mr. B.:Then you just go down those steps there and turn right.
. Mr. A.:Thank you very much.

[T S JUR XA
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The Lllocutionary Structure here is
1. Requesting information
2. Requesting information
3. Informing, Requesting information
4. Informing
5. Thanking

The Interactive Structure is

1. Opening ) Exchange )
2. Response ) )
3. Opening ) ) Transaction
| 4. Response ) Exchange )
i 5. Closing )
} 5. Closing
1 2 3 4 b
S A H H S
Mrs. A. H H S A H
Mr. B. A S A S H
(0] R 0] R
Nt s’ N e

“ ot

v

An important theoretical point can be made here:
By distinguishing between these two types of act, the difficulty of hand-
ling the discursive embedding exemplified here is greatly reduced, since we do
not need to define illocutionary acts by their place in structure. If that were
the case, we would need, for example, a different definition of Requesting
information for each of the first three places in the structure of this dialogue.

| Mr. A.
|
|
|
|
|
|

II — CONTRASTIVE APPLICATIONS

What use is this type of approach to the Contrastive Analyst? We can

only hope to give hints, aggestions here, but we will make them as concrete
| a8 possible:

1. (a) We can compare the range of functions which & structure in one lan-
guage can realise with the range of functions & similar struciure in
. another language can-realise.
Lot us take an example: in French, English and Swedish there is &
structure If4-(si, om) “conditional” clause. Observation leads us to
the conclusion that the French structure can be used to realise at least
three different functions:
(i) Hypothesising
S'il arrive, je le lui dirai.

15 Papers 63

IToxt Provided by ERI




Philip Riley

(i) Requesting confirmation

Si je suis prét? (C’est bien ce que tu viens de me demander?)
(ili) Sugesting

Tt si on allait au cinéma ce soir!
If we turn to colloquial Finnish-Swedish, we find that there too, the ‘om
and conditional’ structure can realise these three functions:
(3) Om han kommer, ska jag beritta det f6r honom
(b) Om jag &r fardig? (Jo, jo!)
(¢) Om vi sku’ gi pi bio i kvilll
However, when we turn to English, we find a very different kettle of
fish!
(a) If he comes, I'll tell him
(b)* If I am ready?
(c)* If we go the cinema this evening
Note what the asterisk means here: these perfectly correct grammatical
constructions can not (=do not) function as requests for confirmaiion
or suggestions.
The implications for Contrastive Analysis are considerable: any syl-
labus aiming at communicative competence will have to take such
correspondences into account. )
One could argue that Contrastive Analysis could start at an even
more primitive level, that of ethno-discourse, i.e. those sets of presup-
positions which speakers impose upon the reality their language dis-
sects. However, although some extremely interesting work has been
done by the cthnolinguists, anthropologists and socio-linguists,
(FISHMAN 1971; GUMPERZ & HYMES 1972; LABOV 1972a and
b; SUDNOW 1972) very little of it is sufficiently rigorous from the
point of view of linguistic science and, to the best of our knowledge,
no directly contrastive studies have been made on such a basis. Simply
as an illustration of the lines such a contrast might take, let us examine
the following cxchange:

Child: Dad, I want to go to the match
Parent: I'm busy this afternoon in the gardea

Now it is quite clear (to anyone who sharcs the presuppositions of
these speskers’ culture) that the Child is Requesting — “Please will
you take me to the match” and the Parent is Refusing — “No, I can’t”.
Yot if we took these two utterances separately, we would have no
reason for labelling or interpreting them thus. It is their juxtaposition,
their relationship in context which enables us to interpret them as
acts of communication by bringing to bear on them the presupposi-
tions of our ethno-discourse. Even for such a brief example it is difficult
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to list the presuppositions exhaustively: a whole society is reflected
in the word ‘match’ alone. Some of the presuppositions are startlingly
obvious — which is just why we need them:

(i) The child cannot or does not wish to go alone

(i) The parent can be expected to take the child

(iii) The parent is responsible for the child in some way

(iv) The parent has priority of choice

(v) The parent cannot be in two places simultaneously

(vi) It is possible for non-players to attend, etc. etc.,
It is important to remember, though, that there are socicties where
(i1) and (iii) would by no means scem obvious, for example. And why
did the reader probably interpret this as a father/son exchange, not
a mother/daughter one? And why might the author be thinking of
a cricket match, but probably not the reader?

Child: Maman, tu m’achétes un nouveau sous-pull?
Parent: Ton pere dit que ¢a coiite trop cher.

Here again, we have Requesting-Refusing exchange, but a number
of the presuppositions which enable us to identify it as such are dif-
ferent (e.g. Mother buys, Father pays: one cannot buy items which
are oo expensive, ete). By accumulating and analysing a large corpus
of sueh exehanges, one would hope to define the elements of the ethno-
discourse and a cross-cultural compariton would then be possible.

It is important to distinguish between two types of presupposition:
the knowledge of events which individuals have, and may share, and
which enables us to account for certain logico-semantic aspects of
discourse structure in terms of A, B and A/B events, and the know-
ledge of the universe which is shared by all members of a speech com-
munity by virtue of their speaking the same language. This is not the.
place to diseuss the Whorf-Sapir-Bernstein hypothesis that the lan-.
guage we use segments rcality and our perception of the world: but.
the applied work by perceptual psychologists is beginning to reveal
ways in which such problems can be studied objectively. In Berlin
& Kay (1969) colour terms and perceptions in a wide range — of lan-
gvages were compared and contrasted and Stromnes (1977) has carried
out a contrastive study of the spatial relationships in Fin.ish and
Swedish. There scems no reason why such techniques should not be
applied to eertain other notions such as time, size, order and growth.

Let us now reverse the process: this time let us take one particular
function — Suggesting — and look at some of the various realisations
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which can occur (in the same three languages):
French — Bt si on allait an cinéma ce soir.
On pourrait peut-8tre aller au cinéma co soir.
Vous n’auricz pas envie d’aller au einéma ce soir.
Une possiblité serait d’aller an cinéma ca soir.

Swedish — Jag tinkte att vi kunde gd pd bio i kvill
Hor skulle det vara att gi pd bio i kvill?
Vi kunde gb pd bio i kvill, eller hur?
Om vi skulle gi p& bio i kvall!

English  — How about us going to the einema this evening?

I tell you what, let’s go to the cinoma this evening.

Why don’t we go to the cinema this evening.

I wouldn’t mind going to the einema this evening.
This list ic by no means exhaustive, of course, hut it fully eonfirms
the logieal points that a communicative syllabus cannot be based
on a structural progression and that comparisons of this typo will
provide immediately useful data.
An extremely interesting and important question will be to see whether
there are functions whieh may be realised in, say, the verbal component
of language A, but which are realised in the paralinguistic or non-
verbal components of language B. Work on intonation and key scems
to indieate strongly that this is indced the case, as does our own work
on non-verbal communication. However, to the best of our knowledge,
little specifieally contrastive work has been done on this problem.

This time, instead of taking scntenees/functions in isolation let
us consider them in sequence; that is, we are going to look at illocu-
tionary siructure. Obviously an enormous amount of descriptiva
work still remains to be done before such comparisons influence syl-
labus design: only after eorpora of authentic recordings have been
analysed can we hope to havo the accurate data essertisl to & valid
contrast. But, in principle, there seems to be nothing to stoj, us proceed-
ing as Jollows:

English dialogue:
(1) That’s a very pretty dress you're wearing.
(2) Oh, thank you very much.
Illocutionary structure: eompliment--thanks.
Swedish dialogue:
{1) En s4 vaeker klinning du har!
(2) Taek si mycket
Tllocutionary structure: eompliment-j-thanks
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French dialogue:
(1) Que e’est jolie, la robe que tu portes!
(2)

Illocutionary structure: compliment-}
Further examination would show that a French Compliment is never
followed by an expression of thanks (a form such as Merci beaucoup
oceurring in this context would not be interpreted as thanks but might
be as ironic commentary).
Such variations in illoeutionary structure can, of course, be spread
over much larger stretchos of time. A hostess in Finland, for example,
will expect to have to invite her guests to take their places at table
at least three times: to all concerned, anything less would be an un-
seemly rush! Again, she would expeet her guests, when they next
met, to begin their conversation by thanking her for her entertain-
ment (Tack for senast/Kiitos viimesestd) cven if several months had
clapsed between the two encounters. Neither in French nor English
gociety is this usually the case. Examples of this sort abound;®e.g.
when entering a shop the Frenchman usually greets the other customers
(Bonjour Messieurs-Dames): so does a German entering a railway
compartment. But anyone who entered an English railway compartment
or shop and proelaimed “Good morning, ladies and gentlemen” would
get a distinetly frosty reception (unless he happened to be the ticket-
colicetor). Again, a TFrenchman attending & seminar or committee
meeting with English speakers almost always manages to give the
impression that he is slightly aggressive, over-categorical, ‘“pushy’’:
in fact, entry strategies in such situations differ considerably between
the two languages, both in realisation and modalisation. Indeed, the
whole strueture of such meetings clearly differs from one side of the
Channel to the other — but we will only know how exactly when the
neeessary detailed analyses have been carried out, and this is true
of dozens of other situations including business negotiations, telephone
calls, casual encounters, ete., ete.
By identifying foreign language learning needs and objectives in
terms of the uses to which the learners will wish to put their language,
it is hoped that more motivating and effective language programmes
will be developed. At least, this is the rationale behind the Couneil
of Europe-sponsored research into the Threshold Level/Le Niveau
Seuil (Couneil of Europe, 1975, 1976) and indeed behind the whole
movement towards “Communieative” or ‘“Functional” Syllabuses.
However, it is our contention that little of eontrastive value will
be produced as long as the confusion between notions and illocutionary
Jorces, and between illocutionary acts and interactional acts continucs.

67
0d




70

2. An example

PASSAQGE A

1. Teacher

. Mme X.
. Teacher
. Mme? X.
. "T'eacher
. Mme. X.
. Teacher
MY

. Teacher
10. Mme. X.
11./12. Teacher
13. M. Z.

O -3 S S = WY

=4

3. Correcting
4. Practicing

. Evaluating

[

Is it my turn?

Philip Riley

Let us now try our hands at a bit of contrastive pragmalinguistics.
For analysis, we have chosen two passages of approximately the same
length. Tn Passage A, and English teacher is preparing two French stu-
dents, Mme. X and M. Z., to practice & dialogue. In Passage B, a French
teacher is preparing a group of immigrant workers to do the same sort
of thing. Intuitively, we regard these passages (which are both authentie)
as “similar” in some way that is not just related to the content, but to
deeper patterns of interaetion and role.

(The target discourse dialogue being prepared was:
“Can you tell me the way to Vietoria Station, please”.
“Certainly, it’s down there on the right’’).

:Right... the bottom of the page, then... whose turn

is is? Mme.X.

: Is my turn? What —

:Is it my turn?

:Is it my turn?

1Good. Y, I think it was.

:What meeans ‘the way’?

: Anyone?

: Le chemin, montrer le ehemin.

: le ehemin, right, good.

1 “Can you tell me the way to Vietoria Station, please?”
: Fine... M. 7?

: “Certainly, it’s down there, on the right”.

1f we analyse this passage from the point of view of its llocutionary struc-
ture, we get the following:

INTERACTIONAL STRUCTURE OF PASSAGE A

1. Framing Direcling Requesting tnformation  Nominaling
Right bottom of the page then whose turn is it Mme X?
2. Requesting confirmation
Is my turn? What —

Is it my turn?

Confirming

Good  Yes, I think it was
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. Requesting tnfo mation
What means ‘“‘the way”
. Performative
Anyone?
. Informing
Le chemin, montrer le chemin
. Confirming, evaluating
le chemin, right, good
. Praclicing
Can you tell me the way to Victoria Station, please?
11. Evaluating 12. Nominating
Fine... M. Z.?
13. Practicing
Certainly, it’s down there on the right.

The same passage analysed in terms of its interactional structure (in accord-
ance with the system described above pp. 15) gives us the following
profile:

ILLOCUTIONARY STRUCTURE OF PASSAGE A

Turn ‘ o
participant 1

Teacher |
Mme. X. |
I
l

6117|8912

| Als|als]a
| S|HE[E|A]|S
|
|

H|A|S |H|H
H|A|H|H|H

M. Y.
M. Z.

Logend: 1, 2, 3, ete. — turns ("interactional acts™) in serial order {(ench turn may contain
soveral tllocutionary acts).
S — Speaker
A — Addresseo (s)
H — Hearor (8)

12 34 56 78 9 10 12 13
OR OR OR OR OR OR

Exchange Exchange Exchange Exchange Exchango Exchange

transaction

O =Opening, R=Reply, C=Closing (Ne duty to reply is imposed »y the speaker on any
other participant i.e. there is no address).

Turing to passage B, we carry out the same analysis. (The target discours
being prepared was: ‘‘Iiens, bonjour Bashir”

“Bonjour Iovan”
Bashir and Iovan are names of characters in the text book.)
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PASSAGE B:

1.

2.

Teacher

Student (Ali)

3/4. Teacher

b.
6.

1.
8.
9.
10.
1L

Student 2
Teacher

Student 2
Teacher
Student 3
Teacher
Student 2

12/13. Teacher

14.
15.
16.
17.

Student 4
Teacher
Student &
Teacher

Philip Riley

:Ca va. Je commence maintenant. ‘“Tiens, bonjour

Bashir’’. Tu es Iovan, Al

: “Tiens, bonjour Bashir”.
: Trés bien. Maintenant Bashir dit & Iovan:

“Bonjour Iovan”. Tu es Bashir.

: “Bonjour, tiens bonjour Iovan”.
:11 ne dit pas ‘‘tiens”, c’est Iovan qui dit ‘“‘tiens

bonjour Bashir”. Maintenant Bashir dit simplement
“bonjour”

: “Bonjour”

: I1s’appelle comment?

: Jovan

: (Gesture to student 2 to try again)

: “Bonjour Iovan”

+ Tres bien. Alors, tu es Iovan, tu es Bashir, Allez-1&
: “Tiens, bonjour Bashir”

: Bashir

: “Bonjour, Iovan”

: Tres bien.

ILLOCUTIONARY STRUCTURE OF PASSAGE B
Framing  Performative Mod:iling Nominating
Ca va? Je commence maintenant. ‘“Tiens, bonjour Bashir”. Tu es Iovan,

1.

. Praclicing

Al

“Tiens, bonjour Bashir”’

. Bvaluating 4.

Modelling Nominating

Trés bien Maintenant Bashir dit & Iovan, “bonjour Iovan”. Tu es Bashir.

. Practicing

“Bonjour, tiens, bonjour Iovan’

. Correcting

I ne dit pas ‘tiens’, ¢’est Iovan qui dit “‘tivns, bonjour Bashir”.
Maintenant Bashir dit simplement - bonjour

. Practicing

“bonjour”

. Correcting

11 s’appelle comment?

. Informing

Tovan

. [NVC : address and gesture- Nominating 21
. Practicing

“Bonjour Iovan”
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12. Evaluating  13. Nominating Directing
Trés bien Alors tu es Iovan, tu es Bashir. Allez-1.
14, Practicing 15. Nominating 16, Practicing
“Tiens bonjour Bashir” Bashir “Bonjour Iovan”
17. Bvaluating
Trés bien
INTERACTIONAL STRUCTURE OF PASSAGE B
Turn
Participant 11213415617 (8]9]10l111212|13|24;15]26]17
Toachor slalals|als]als]als]|als|s|als]als
Student 1 A|S|H'H|H|H|H|H|H|H|H|H|HE|H|H|H|H
Student 2 H|H|H|A|S|A|S[H|H|A|S |H|H|H|X|H|H
Student 3 HHHHHhHlAlS]HHHHHHHH
Student 4 HIH/H|H|H|H|H|H|H|H|EIH|A|S |H|H|H
Student 5 |[H|HH[H|H|H[H|H[H|[H[H|H[A[H[A|S|H
ORCORORORORCORORGCGC
Rani = , . ..
Trans. Transaction Transaction

0=Opening (A Speaker turn in which (a) participant(s) is addressed i.e. the duty to.
reply is imposed on him).
R=Reply
C=Closing (A Speaker turn porformed by the same participaut as the ‘0°, but in which.
no duty to reply is imposed).

How are we to interpret and contrast these two sets of data?5 If the claims.
we have made earlier have any justification, our analyses would provide
us with insights into the illocutionary repertoire and st. cture, the nature
of the interaction and discourse, and the presuppositions and social roles of
the participants.

For what it is worth, let us first look at a few statistics:

(i) T'ypes of Illocutionary Act occuring in
PASSAGE 4 PASSAGE B

Occurring  (Requesting information 2 Oceurring (Modelling 1
only in A (Requesting confirmation 1 onlyin B TFraming 1
(Confirming 2 Directing 2
Framing 1 Nominating &

* We ask the reader to accopt tho fictions that it is possiblo to goneraliso on the
Lasis of such & small curpus and in particular that tho labels fur illocutivnary acts (e.g.
‘Directing’) hav ¢ been validly dofined, whereas in reality that can only be donoe after far.
more analyses of this type have beon carriod out.
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Directing 1 Correcting 2
Nominating 2 Practicing 6
Correcting 1 Evaluating 3
Practicing 3 Performative 1
Evaluating 1 Informing 1
Perforraative 1 22
Informing 1
Total 18
(i) Distributions

performed by Teacher: 12 Teacher: 15

performed by Students: 6 Students: 7
Types: 10 Types: 9

Total types A+B : 12

Teacher Acts:

*Only in A:  (Framing: 1 Only in B
(Directing: 1 (Only in B) (Modelling: 1
(Confirming: 2 Framing: 1
Requesting information: 1 Directing: 2
Nominating: 2 Nominating: §
Correcting: 1 Correcting: 2
Evaluating: 3 Evaluating: 3
Performative: 1 Performative: 1
Student Acts:
Practicing: 3 Practicing: 6
Informing: 1 Informing: 1

Requesting confirmation: 1
Requesting information: 1

What does all this tell us? Firstly, that our intuition that these two pas-
.sages were similar was a reasonable one: 8 types of act are common to both
passages, out of a total of 12 types, accounting for 82 acts out of the 40 acts
occurring in the two passages together.

Secondly, the observer is struck by the very clear preponderan ce of Teacher
Acts in both passages: a ratio of almost exactly 2 : 1. This confirms what we
already know about the proportion of teacher-talk in the classroom, but the
familiarity of the observation should not blind us to the important implica-
tions in terms of discourse structure and social roles. This is strongly under-
lined by the very clear distinction between the types cf acts performed by the
teachers and the types of acts performed by the students: there is only one
.example of a ‘common’ uct (Requesting information’ in Passage A). All other
acta are exclusively part of the teacher’s role or the students’ role. The teachers
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are the only participants who can Frame, Direct, Nominate, Currect, Evaluate,
Confirm (A), Model (B), or Perform. We believe that ‘role’ is to be defined
in terms of (i) acts performed by a participant (ii) the discourse rights to pro-
duce a particular set of acts. (cf. GREMMO, HOLEC, RILEY forthcoming).

What we have here, then, is a clear acceptance by all participants of the
traditional roles of Teacher and Student. The event is teacher-centred in
every possible sense: his role and status are clearly reflected in his discourse
rights. The reader can easily check for himself just how deeply engrained our
understanding of this behaviour is, by trying to imagine what would happen
if one of the students performed a Teacher Act,such as Directing or Evaluat-
ing or even Framing. It would be perceived as a challenge to the Teacher
(or as humour, perhaps).

The teacher is model, judge and organiser of the discourse. The teaching-
learning process is seen as his to control, and it is something which occurs
strictly between him and the students, never between the students them-
selves.

At the level of Illocutionary Structure (i.e. sequences of illocutionary acts)
we can make the following generalisations. both the passages are characterised
by patterns of acts which can be summarized as follows:

A B

Teacher : Framing, Directing, Re-
L questing Information,
Nominating, Performativo

Framing, Porforming, Modelling,
Nominating, Directing

Student : Requosting confirmation/ . .
2 information, Practicing, Practicing, Infonning
Informing

3. | Teachor: Correcting, Evaluating,

Confirming Evaluating, Correcting

This is, in fact, very clear confirmation of the “Three-part exchange™ described
by Sinclair & Coulthard (1975). There is no need to labour the point that
there is considerable congruence between the two analyses. in both cases the
teacher presents material and then solicits a response, which he then judges
satisfactory /unsatisfactory. If it is satisfactory he solicits a new response; if
unsatisfactory, he corrects it and the student produces a new respunse which
is judged in turn.

Let us now turn to the interpretation of our analyses of these same two
passages in termis of interactional acts (cf p.p 8 - 9). Easily the most striking
characteristic of both discourse networks (as we call these series of codings)
is the teacher’s centrality. This is a characteristic of his role (as scen by all
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participants). He is the Paris of eentralised France — wherever you want to
2o, you go via Paris. Whether he likes it or not, the teacher is eontinually
being furced to reply because he is addressed by Lis students. This is a charac-
teristic of status (as scen by his students). Getting them to address one another
will be a pre-requisite, then, to a reduction of teacher-talk, which in turn
will mean & change in the role and status of the teacher, since, in traditional
classes such as this, students are diseouraged from speaking amongst them-
selves.

In interactive terms, the teacher has the righ! of address (conferred on him
by his status and :ole). That is, he — and he alone — chooses who is to speak
next. It fullows, logically enough, that the teacher will have alternative turns
(clearly seen in the top line of each network) so that there is a superficial
resemblance to dyadic interaetion. The relative degree of freedom of address
in a classroum is a function of soeial directivity. both tcachers here may be
said to be highly direetive, since they allow no freedom at all.

Another orucial teacher-privilege is his right to organise the discourse
through interactive performatives, i.e. acts which strueture the discourse itself,
usually explicitly. Centrality, Address and structuring privileges (realised by
acts such as Framing, Directing, Nominating, Performing, Requesting infor-
mation) all eombine to give the Teacher a high degree of diseursive .ontrol.

In A 3, the Teacher interrupts Mine. X.: now interruptions can be eclas-
sified in disevurse terms according tu (i) wh :ther they are in-or between—terms,
exchanges ete., and (ii) whether the Ad Iressec of the Interruptor was the
previous turn's 4, A or H. Here we have an in-turn interruption — Mme. X.
is not allowed to finish what she was saying. 'This is perfeetly acceptable in
the classroum. it is part of the teacher’s diseursive privileges, a concomittant
of his right to correct (a characteristie of role, again) but one which would
be unaceeptable in many other ty pes of discourse. Indeed, the characteristie of
formality can usefully be deseribed by (inter alia) the types and frequencics
of interruptions oceurring in a given discourse (although this point is illus-
trated only once in our examples).

The fact that very little difference is to be discovered between these two
passages should not detract from the point that a valid contrast, based on
objectively observable behaviours has been made.

We would claim, then, that we have here a series of extremely useful for-
malisations. aspects of (i) Role (ii) Status (iii) Directivity, (iv) Formality have
all been furmalised in terms of interactional behaviour, and the discourse
privileges of the partivipants. Moreover, the structure of the interaction into
hicrarchically -ordered units (act, exchange, transaction) is also clearly de-
monstrated. Since these descriptions are applicable to any face-to-face oral
discowrse, the add an interesting new weapon to the Contrastive Analyst’s
armoury.
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THE PERCEPTION AND IMITATION OF ASPIRATION
BY POLISH SPEAKERS

DANUTA WOLFRAM-ROMANOWSKA

Adam Mickiewicz Universily, Poznah

The departing point in this article is the comparison of the RP British:
English and standard Polish stops /p t k/ with reference to *he feature of as-
piration. Such a comparison reveals that the Polish language, in normal speech,
has no aspiration which could be perceptually detected. There are dialectal,.
emphatic or hesitatory instances of aspiration (Rubach : 1974) but they
are beyond the scope of interest of the present study. Spectrographic analy-
sis, however, shows that some aspiration does exist, although it is very weak
and short in duration. Jassem (1964 : 364) says that although the Polish stops
are described as “unaspirated’ “a distinct aperiodic sequent has been found
after the pulse in about 809, of the voiceless stops (...) The duration of the
aperiodic segment ranges from 20 to 100 msec (...) It is probable that if the
aperiodic segment following a pulse has & duration less than 50 msec, the
stop consonant is not perceived as ‘aspirated’”.

In British English there are aspirated variants of the phonemes /p t k/.
They occur after a pause, or syllable-initially before stressed vowels if not
preceded by s, e.g. [t"1m], [thsop].

The stops under investigation in the present article are the Polish per-
ceptually unaspirated [p t k] and their British English aspirated counterparts
[p" +" k"], distributed initially in monosyllabic words.

The purpose of this paper is to suggest answers to the following three
questions:

a) Du speukers of Dolish perceiv ¢ aspiration in the British aspirated allophones
bbb
p ¢ k'

a
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b) Can speakers of PolisL produee aspiration in [pll t" kh] in & process of imita-
tion;

-¢) Are Polish speakers more efficient in the perception or production of aspi-
ration.

Accordingly, thie projeet has been organized as follows:

EXPERIMENT I — PERCEPTION

— Test 1
— Test 2
— Test 3

EXPERIMENT IT — IMITATION

— Mest 1
— Test 2

The subjects in the experiments were monolingual fifteen-year-old gram-
mar school students, all native speakers of Poulish. The students had under-
gone general screening so as to eliminate individuals with noticeable hearing
or speaking defects.

EXPERIMENT I — PERCEPTION

Experiment I consisted of three tests. The tests were identical and the
hearers in all three tests were the same. Thus, the subjects listened three times
to a list of 15 word pairs. With the exeeption of one instanee (P. [koks —
— P. 'kouws]) these were Polish/English and English/Polish pairs.

The voices recorded were native Polish speakers — two males and a fe-
male -- all both trained phoneticians and teachers of English. We did not
consider it necessary to introduce native English speakers to reac. the English
words, the reasun being that the phonetically untrained listeners might have
interpreted the differences in the voices as differences in the quality of the
-sounds.

The following is the list of the pairs presented to the students for diseri-
mination:

P. tan ['tan] T. ton [lt"an]
E. cop ['k™p] P. kop [’kop]
E.ten ['t"en]  P.ten [lten]
P.pop ['pop]  E. pop [lp"op]
P. koks ['koks]  P. koks [lkoks]
P.pyk ['pik] . pick [Ipk]
E. pun ['p'an] P. pan [lpan]
E. Puck ['p"ak]  P. pak ['pok]
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. test [ltest] K. test [lt"est]
. cock [lk%k]  P. kok [lkol]
ctip [p]  P.otyp [ltip]
. cou ['khoks] P. koks [lkoks]
. Tim [$%m]  P. tym [ltim]
. kos ['kos) E. cos [lk"s]

. pot [lpot] . pot ['p"at]

The students were to determine whether the first clements in these pairs were
identical or different and to mark their answers on the answer shests,

RESULTS

The results of this experiment are given in Tables 1 (numbers), 2 (per-
centage) and 3 (mean/standard deviation):

Table 1. Number of pairs

Correct I Incorrect TOTAL
Test 1 272 103 375
Test 2 289 20 315
Test 3 238 Kk 315
Tests 1-4-2--3 | 709 206 1005

Due to the fact that four students were absent during the second and third
trials, the numbers in Table 1 differ. Thus, there were: 25 henrers in Test 1,
21 hearers in Test 2 and 21 hearers in Test 3.

Table 2. Percontage

Correct Incorrect TOTAL
Tost 1 739 279, 1009,
Test 2 929, 89, 1009,
Test 3 76% 249, 10094,
Tosts 14-24-3 809, 20% 1009,

’ Mean (X) Gx
Test 1 73% 179
Test 2 939% | 99%,
Tost 3 73% i 16%
Tests 1 —2-2 80% | 1719

f Table 3. Standard doviation
|
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The percentage of currect identifications is highest in Test 2, whereas in Tests 1
and 8 it is alnost the sane. Likewise, the standard deviation is iowest in
Test 2, whereas in Tests 1 and 3 the values, again, are practically equivalent.

Tablo 4. Correct answers of a subjeet in Tests 1, 2 and 3

X, X3 Xy TOTAL
13 14 10 15
7 14 11 15
9 15 8 15
9 15 0 15
10 » 14 9 15
6 15 11 15
7 12 13 15
11 14 9 15
7 13, 6 15
13 14 11 15
12 13 12 15
12 13 14 15
12 12 15 15
10 10 14 15
14 15 14 15
14 15 ) 15
10 ' 12 13 15
12 ! 15 12 15
14 15 12 15
12 14 15 15
10 15 1 15
14 ! 15
12 , 15
11 1 15
11 1 i 15
] 3 '
SUM | s,=272 |5, 280 '3y —288 !

The discrepancy between the results leads us to further dctermine whether
the change of the voices reading the words influenced the results obtained,
the assumption being that these changes were irrelevant to the results:

o1=03=03 (The sign ¢ stands for standard deviation)

The applicativn of statistics contained several calculation procedures cha-
racterized below.
Firstly, the variations within the groups were computed according to the
formula
oP= X-\'n(X—-§1)2+2(le“:\:a)e'*‘z(xal‘:‘53)2

R .
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where

X =number of eorreet answers of a subjeet (given in Table 4);
Xi=arithmetieal mean;

N=number of subjeets in the experiment;

Kk =number of tests.

X1=10,88
Xy=13,76
X3=11,30
N=67
k=3

Thus, ¢2=4,55.
Secondly, to determine variations between the groups, the fullowing for-
mula was applied:

glla_w
L = ’

whero

n =the nwnber of subjects in particular tests.
n=25
n2=21
n3=2l.
2 B
Accordingly, o"2=53,11. Since the ratio F z—-=03’11
¢'* 4,85
eritical valuo Fo,05=19,48, then ¥,05=19,48>F=11,67; owr hypothesis that
the changes of the vuices reading the word sumples did not influence the results
has been confirmed. We can, therefore, analyse Tests 1, 2 and 3 jointly, eon-
cluding that the percentage of correet answers in these three tests is 800,

=11,67 is less than the

EXPERIMENT IT — TMITATION

Experiment IT consisted of two identieal tests given to the same group
of 20 subjects. The students listened to 15 English .nonosyllables and were
instrusted to repeat each word after they had heard it. The time spacing
allowed was eight scconds between the words. The list of words fur imitation
had been recorded by trained phoneticians, native speakess of Polish, one male
and a female. The voices of the subjects were recorded and later auditorily
analysed. Over 509, of the analysis was spectrographically controlled, espe-
cially doubtful cases. The technique used cunsistel in measuring the duration
of aspiration in particular stops acevrding to Jasvem's 50 msec standard.
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RESULTS

The results are presented in "Tables 1 (numbers), 2 (percentage) and 3
(mean/standard deviation):

Table 5. Numbor of words

l Correct ' Incorreto ! TOTAL
Test 1 93 | 207 300
Test 2 115 ! 185 300
Tests 142 208 | 392 | 600

Table 6. Percentage

I Correct ‘ Incorrect ‘ TOTAL

| N
fest 1 | 819 1 699, | 1000
Test & | 38% | 620 | 1009
Tests 1-2 | 359 66% | 100

Tablo 7. Standard deviation

Mean (®) | o%

[]
Test 1 31% | 319
Toat 2 38% | 319,
Tosts 142 359, | 31%,

Although the differenees between the mean values in Tests 1 and 2 are not
big, we have statistically ealeulated whether this incongruity is due to the
voices of the different phoneticians in Tests 1 and 2.

Our hypothesis is that the discrepancy between the results was not caused
by the change of the voiees:

H,: D=0.

To check this, we applied the student’s test which investigates whether the
differences between two eorrelated samples are essential:

d

TN
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where

S

\/n Y d2—-('2c-1_)é
Sq== ’

n({n—1) '
x=nuimnber of correct answers of a subject (given in Table 8);
n=number of pairs under observation.
n=20
Thus, t=1,804.

Table 8. Correct answers of a subject in Tests 1 and 2

i X, f X, d=X,-X, d2
4 ! 15 L—n 121

: 2 1 1

0 12 —12 144

2 7 -3 25

0 5 -3 25

0 3 -3 9

2 6 — 4 16

11 4 7 49

10 14 - 4 1¢

11 13 - 2 4

11 15 -4 16

1 3 -2 4

0 I -1 1

13 0 13 169

10 12 - 2 4

1 5 — 4 16

1 2 — 1 1

5 15 ! —10 100

8 3 \ 5 25

0 3 l -3 ' 9

SuN. | | P 47 755

The eritical value for the experiment at 19 (20 - 1) degrees uf freedom and
0,05 significance level is:

to,05=2.003>t=1,804

which confirms our hypothesis that the change of the readers did not effect
the results, which, in turn, allows us to treat Tests 1 and 2 jointly. the per-
centage of correct imitations in Tests 1 and 2 is 359%,.
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SHORT DISCUSSIUN AND CONCLUSIONS

The sanple material of this article is too limited to allow the author to
arrive at definite conclusions. Further experiments employing a larger grouy
of subjects under still wore controlled conditions should be carried out. If
th" project had been designed and executed correctly, we can ssume that:
a) peakers of Polish can for the most part perceive asgiration (average 80°).
b) The ability of pruducing aspiration by immediate imitation is low (werage

350,).
¢) Polish speakers are more efficient in pereeiving aspiration than in producing

it (ratio 2: 1).

Aspiration secins to be one of the few features of speech which is ideatified
“(...) by reference to the acoustic properties of the stimulus (...)" (Ladefo-
ged 1972.168) because, for the most part, identification is made “(...) by
reference tu the articulatory activit, which produced the sounds (...)” and asa
result of this ““(...) acoustic differences cannot be readily perceived till the
conesponding articuictory gestures have been learnt. It may be surprising
that, in general, people cannot hear differences between sounds until after
they have learnt to make these differences...”” (Ladefoged 1972:167 - 168).
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE SO-CALLED VERBAL DELETION
IN ENGLISH AND POLISH

Marcorzata GORNA

Maria Curie-Sklodowsia Universily, Lublin

The aim of the present paper is to show some aspects of the phenomenon
which might tentatively be called verbal deletion, an attempt will be under-
taken to demonstrate the relations obtaining among lexical items, semantic
woneepts and particular transformations in English and in Polish. The data,
which are limited to a few structures and a few lexical items, will be used as a
starting point for a discussiun concerning the possible nature of semantic re-
presentation and the ways in which specific meanings result from the interac-
tion of semantic elements.

First let us consider the following set of sentences:

I 1. He refused an offer.
2. He refused an invitation.
.. She refused a gift.

. She refused & proposal.

. He refused supper.

. *She rofused the cloud.

. *She refused a table.

S G

-3

Obyvivusly sume of the sentences above are ungrammatical, their surface strue-
tures are identical and differ only with respect to the objects (e.g. an offer
vs a cloud or a table). Sentences 6 and 7, although ungrammatical in this set,
would be perfect if we inserted verbs into them:

6’. She refused ¢o accept (or: to paint, to buy) a cloud.
7. She refused to make (or: to buy) a table.?

! Sentences 6, although semantically udd, is grammatically pussible, It secins justified
to ignore this semantic oddity, since in the context:

He dreamt that ke refused to accept a cloud.

the item a cloud acyuires u now feature which 1s not its wherent property, nemely the
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We have noticed in set [ that in all sentences except 6 and 7 (which are
deviant) the verb fo accept is understood, or rather a more general concept
expressing somebody’s will to take something which is being given to him
is incorporated in the sentence. Thus we can paraphrase sentences in set 1 as
follows:

1I He refused TO ACCEPT an offer, u gift, an invitation, etc.

Deletion of this verb from the surface structwie results in 2 grammatical
sentence:

He refused to accept an offer = He refused an offer.
In other cases, however, deletion of verbs produces ungrammatical strings.

111 1. *He refused the lesson # He refused to accept the lesson.
2. *He refused the radio s He refused to aecept the radio.
3. *He refused the song 3 He refused to aceept the song.

Sentenees 1, 2 and 3 do not include the verb o accept, but other verbs which
cannot be omitted if the sentence is to be grammatical:

He refused to prepare the lesson.
He refused to accept the radio.
He refused to sing the song.

In none of the abov. sentences can the underlined verb be deleted without
the sentence becom.ng ungrammatical.

In order to understand why verbal deletion operates in some cases and
fails in others whi-h are seemingly very similar, it may prove helpful to ana-
lyse the objects which appear in grammatical sentences:

1V an offer
an invitation
a gift
a proposal

Since the main verb and the deleted verb are the same in all cases, it must
be the nouns which are responsible for the deletion because of sume inherent
properties they have in common and which they share with both the main

feature, (something that can be taken as a present), in this way for most cases wlich
scem semantically peculiar an appropriate cuntext may be found in which they svund
accoptable. Thus this type uf sulectivnal restriction is of nv impurtanco for the present
discussion (f. McCawley 1971, Lakoff 1971b). As s well known, the notion of gramua-
ticality is far from beiny clear at that momnent and reasonable critoria are nunexistent.
Some authors (Lakofl 1971b) tend to taho recourse to extralinguistic factors, vthers try
to rely on the intuition of native speakers, which fails in-many cuses, It may seem justi
fied, then, that in the present paper no consistent definition is given,
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and the deleted verb. All the nouns enumerated in IV seem to denote the
following concept:

something that can be given or offered by one person to another one and,

consequently, something that can be accepted
This notion of being given with the purpose of getting it accepted is an in-
herent property of these nounsand one of the iactors that define their semantie
behaviour. 2

In this way we have come to the point where it is convenient to assume
that in the meaning of at least some nouns there is a verbal notion (in this
partienlar case the notion of accepting) which is one of the factors making
deletion possible. However, while a noun may be used with different verbs
in different contexts, there is only one verb (or sometimes two) which is an
inherent property of a given noun and as such is semantically relevant,” e.u.:

@ book — something intended mainly to be read; les frequently also tu be

written;
@ present — something given to somebody with the purpose of its being
accepted, ete.

However, the presence of an item with the feature specified above would
by no means be enough for the deletion to take place. If it applied to the
following sentence:

1. He agreed to aceept a present.
it would yield an ungrammatieal sentence:
1’. *He agreed a present.
If we compare sentence 1’ with a grammatieal sentence:

2. He refused a present.

we can notice that different semantic relations obtain between these two pairs
of lexical itemns:

to agree — a present

to refuse — a present
If we state the most important aspects of the verb fo refuse in the following
way:

REFUSE (the giver, the affected)

meaning: to express unwillingness to aceept something

presupposilion: something that can be given and thus should be aceepted

has been offered to somebody

? This concept may be optionally present in other nouns as most things i the world
can be given and, consequently, accepted in some situations, but for these erbs 1t 15 an
indispensable part of their semantic deseription.

3 One 1may suggest, additionally, that most probably there are groups of nouns
incorporating a verb common for all of them.
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1t becomes obyious that there are semantic comections of some type between
to refusc and @ present which are not to be observed in the pair fo agree and
« present.?

Tt seems that the possibility of deletion depends not only on the meaning
of separate lexical items taken individually, but rather on the whole semantic
structure which has been created by these items and within whieh they in-
fluence each other, eg., the meaning of to refuse limits in a way the possible
objets to very specifie ones (or, in other words. it carries certain presup-
positions which have to be fulfilled if the sentence is to be grammatical),
while, on the other hand, the meanings of the objects limit the possible reac-
tions to accepting or not accepting (exchuding the possibility of judging or
painting, for example, which are not present in the meanings of the items).

We may state tentatively that the verb which possesses the feature (+ac-
cept) may be deleted from the sentences in which it appears (set II) if it is
incorporated in the meaning of the other items. Thus sentence 1 below:

I. He refused a gift.
means:
I’. He refused to aceept a gift.
but not:
1 He refused to buy a gift.
If we take our ungrammatical sentences into consideration:
*He refused the lesson.

we van e casily that these two concepts, namely refuse and lesson are not
compatible with cach other as far as their semantic representations are con-

e have tried to find out whother it would not be possible to classify the other
occeurrenee of the verb LEFUSE (c.., He refused to sing or He refused to come) under
onc common headmg, roughly speaking of the followmng type:

RIZFUSE, and 5 not want TO DO something

of wiueh referse; woull be vnly o spectfie case. However, such an approach presents us
with numersus difficulties, First of all, it 1s tov general, simee we would have to asswumne
that it applics in all cases where wo have a noun, vielding:

8} *He refused a song « He rofused to sing a song
) *He rofused a lotter «— He refused to write a letter

Apart from the fact thiat 1t would produce ungrammatical sentenevs, it would not cover
sotue eases {e.g., Ho refused to cutne). Thus we have decided to maintain the distinetion
and discuss only REFUSE,, whieh turns vut to be a different verb, Sentenee a) above
would be gianunatieal only if @ song were understoud as o ty pe of present, thus acquiring
an extra feature.
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cerned, that is to say presuppusitions evoked by the verb are violated by
other clements of the sentenve. Thus it is nevessary to retain the other verb
in the surface structure:

He refused to study the lesson.

In some cuntexts, however, even these sentences can undergo the verb
deletion transformation without becoming ungramimatieal, e.g.:

Of all things he was given he refused only « table. It seems that this parti-
culu sentence needs certain presuppositions which are evoked by the first
part of it:

»smething has been given tv sumevne, the table was amoung the things

whieh have been given,

In this way the item table acquires a new feature. sumething that can be given
as a present and thus the whole sentenee beconies grammatical.

Let us turn now to the analysis of Pulish sentences of a similar type:

V 1. Odméwil ratunku.
Odmdéwii pomocy.
Odméwil jalmuzny.
Odméwit goseiny.
Odméwil podpisu.
Odmdéwil utrzymania.
Odméwit pienigdzy.
Odmowil zaszezytu.

L.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
1.
8.

It seems that incurporated in sentences from 1 tv 6 is the verb duc | to give,
sentence 7 is ambiguous and may mean either:

7' On odmowil wzigeia pienigdzy | He refused to take the money.
or:
7" On odmowil dania pienigdzy | He refused to give the money.

TFinally, sentcnee 8 includes the verb przyjaé | to accept, to take.

Bearing in mind the abuve-mentioned examples, it is possible to modify
slightly the description of the verb to refuse | odméwié by adding an extra
feature:

REFUSE [ ODMOWIC: not to want, not to agree fo accept ov to give
something which is supposed either to be given in
order to be taken, or to be given without any sug-
gestion as to the necessity of accepting it.

The objects in set V mean respeetively:
asgistance, help, alins, hospitality, signature, maintenance, money, an honour
and they all denote something that can be given if asked for, roughly speaking
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in the following context:

Someone asks me: Help me = Give me help.
I refuse fo give him help.

These objects, huowever, do not necessarily suggest accepting, that is why in
the sentence:

On odméwil przyjecia jalmuzny.

The verb denoting aeeeptanee cannot be omitted.

Thus the whole process may be tentatively presented as follows. the verb
REFUSE ecvokes a certain semantic context which presupposes a situation
in which sumething has been given or has been asked for; in this way the
poussible reaetions are limited tv accepting or giving, and the choice at this
puint depends on the vther semantic concepts, e.g. pudpis/signature w hich is a
thing primarily to be given to people.*

The phenomenon of deleting certain verbs can also be observed in those
sentenees in whidk the verbs. to begin, to start, to continue, to finish appear,
still the relations holding among the elements of their underlying semantic
structures are even more complex. Let us analyse a group of examples.

VI 1. He began a book. vs 1’ He began a notebook.
2. He began his tea. vs 2’ He began the snap.
3. He started a song. vs 3’ He started a garden.
4. He began the noise. vs 4’ He began the silence.
5. He began a play. vs 5’ He began a window.
6. He began supper. vs 6’ He began a gift.

In the above sentences there are examples of the verb deletion transfor-
mation, but in cach ease the deleted verb is different.
The sentenees in set VI mean respeetively:

VII 1. He began to read a book.
2. He began fo drink his tea.
He started to sing a song.
He began fo make the noise. |
He began to read a play. 1
|

Red

RIS

He began fo eat supper.

—— o -

s In tlus particular case 1t 15 not pussible to base the distinction between eccept |
and geve vn the endings in the surface structure, bouwuse i buth cases the endings are
the same. Cf. Karolak (1975): R

. . 1
On wypowiada si¢ zn projektem. ‘
On wypowiada si¢ przeciwko projektowi. : ‘

l
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In each case the object is different and sv is the deleted verb. Thus the de-
Ietion transformmation must in a way depend on the objects, but not exclusi-
vely, as will be demonstrated.

Consider the following examples:

VIII 1. He began the noise,

He started the noise.

. He finished the noise.

. *He began the soap.
*He began a gift.

W O

In the first three sentences the verb which is “understood” is fo make and
its presence in the surface structure is not necessary for the understandiag of
the sentences, But sentences 4 require sume specification as to their meaning,
otherwise they arc ungrammatical. Thus there must be a relation between the
noise and fo begin which does not exist between the soap and to begin.

The verbs of the begin-type suggest a situation in which an aetivity can
last in time, so they can be wsed in such semantic structures which imply
similar meaning, that is to suy they require objects which possess this “time
aspect”. If we analyse the meening of the item the noise we will notice that
it allows for the pussibility of lasting. In other words, in the meaning of the
noise the verb fo be made is present and only this verb can be deleted, otherw ise
ungrammatical sentences vesult or the deletion transformation is blocked.

He began the noise # He began lo increase the noise.

The verb fo increase cannot be deleted because the meaning of the noise is:
(sumething that is made, {lasting) rather than. (something that is increased).
The statement that unly verbs included in nouns can be deleted is proved by
the fact that if we change the object the v b “understood” in the sentence is
different:

He began the book # He began to eat the book.
but: He began supper = He began to eat supper.

So one thing the verb deletion transformation depends upon is what we
shall call the “time relation™ between the main verb and the object NP. It
means that in the semantic structures where verbs of the begin-type appear
only these nouns can be used that possess the feature (4 lasting), that is
they inelude verbs in the passive sense, e.g.:

a book is something to be read -- the aetivity of reading can last fur a cer-

tain time;
The sentence He began a buok means Il began to read « book and the verb
to read can be deleted as the “time relation’ is preserved and the verb is
included in the noun the book.

LY I1
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Let us consider now the following sentences:

IX 1. *He initiated the silence.
2. *He began a window.
3. *He began a notebo: ..
4. *He began a cloud.

Although at least some of the items (e.g. the silence) have the featurc ( }-last-
ing), they inelude no verbs idivsynceratic to them, so deletion is impussible.
We eannot possibly sey:

*Silence is something to be made.
while we can say:

Noise is something to be made.
Also:

A notebook is something to be written? read?...
A cloud is something to be ... made? painted?

The sentence:
He began to paint the eloud.

is grammatical but deletion is impuossible because the  ‘semantic agreement™
is not preserved — the meaning of the item the clund dues not contain any cle-
ment whieh would correspond to the item fo paint.

The following sentences seem to contradict the theory:

X 1. *He began a table.
2. The carpenter began a table.

In sentence 1 the time relation is presciyved, still the sectence is ungtanuuatical,
while sentence 2 is aceeptable, although only one clement is different. the
subject NP, Ln this case we would need the presence of the “spedfy ing rela-
tion” whicli must be preserved when the vbject 1s sumething to be made,
but unly by a speciadist. Then the verb is contained not within the object but
within the subject:
the cwrpenter = somebody who makes furniture the table — a piece of
furniture which is made by a carpenter;
Sumetimes the pres:nce of the specifying relation is vbligatory (scutenees X),
sometimes it is optional:

XI 1. He began supper = He began to eat supper
2. The conk began supper = The cook began to cook/to eal supper

32




Verbal deleticn in English and Polish 95

Sentence 2 in set XI is ambiguous beeause supper is:
something to be eatenfto be prepared

and the cook is sumebody who car either prepare or eat supper. The same |

phenomenon can be observed in the sentences below:

XII 1. He began a book = He began to read & book.
2. "The writer began a book = The writer began to write/to read a buvk.

Polish examples scem to support the above analysis:

XITT 1. On zaczgl list.
2. Zaezgl zebranie.
3. Zaczal kolacje.
4. Kucharz zaezal kolacje o 8.
5. On kontynuowal rozmowe, cte.

Similar relations o: tain in other sentences wheve such verbs as:

zaezynaé — begin

kontynuowaé — continue

skoriezyé — finish, stop

zaczgé — start
are present.

In the above analysis we have tried to show that transformations (in puw -
ticular, the verb deletion trausfurmation) do not depend upon leaical items
but are conditioned by different ty pes of semantic relations present in semantic
structure. Thus senwantic 1¢presentation does not consist of lexical ites but
rather is a system of semantic concepts and relations, while lexical items are
inserted later on in the process of lexicalization. It has been demonstiated that
transformations arc scnsitive to scmancie relations so they vperate un the
semantic level not taking into account separate lexical items.*

Now we ean try to mudify slightly our previous analysis. It has been stated
that verbal deletion is possible in the following semantic contexts:

1 the verb REFUSE — if the deleted verb (fo give or to aceept) is in any

way eomtained within the sentence,

1T verbs of the begin-type - if the “time relation™ and the “specifying

relation"” obtain and the semantic agreement is preserved, that is if
the deleted verb is includad either in the objeet or in the subject.
Since the sentence:

He refused o gift.
and
He refused to accepl a gift.

¢ In tlas way tho kel of Clieshy s deep structare ean be rejected in aceordance
with proposals of Lakoff, Postal, and McCawley.
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mean the same and the only difference is the presence or absence of the verb
tv arcept, we may assume that they are both deviv ed from the same underlying
semantic structure and then the verb to aceept is deleted as all the conditions
hold.

It is possible, however, to present the relativns between these two sen-
tences in a different way. In semantiv structure thiere are no lexical items,
but semantic concepts and relations:

HE REFUSED A PRESENT
He said he did not want fo accept sth sth given to him
to be accepted
a) b)

Thus in the semantic structure of sentences 1 and 2 the notion of accepting
is contained within a) and b). Later on part a) gets reduced to the item fo
refuse and part b) — to the item ¢ present and we get a sentence:

e refused @ present.

with no verb to accept. This verb is inserted by the verks insertion rule which
takes out the verbs included in nouns and we get:

He refused to accept a present.

In order to account now for the semantie identity of sentences:
He refused a gift

ad:
He refused to accept a gift.

we do not need the verb deletivn transformation but rather the verb insertion
rule which ean also account for other facts, e.g. the sentence:

He began a book.
meaiis:

lle began to read a booxk.
and the semantic structure of these two sentences may be presented in the
following way:

He began [something to be read 4-lasting]= a book
Under the conditions spedified above the coneept of reading, ineorporated

in the noun muy be taken out, inserted after the verb begin and then lexiculized
(in the same way as « book).
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This optional rule may also account for the fact that:
He refused a gift.

does not mean:
He refused to buy a gift.

In the semantic structure of the former sentence there is no notion of bying

so there is no possibility of arriving at the structure with the verb to buy
present.

The interpretstion demonstrated above is by no means the only possible
one, still it seems that introducing the verb insertion rule justifies, at least
partly, the assumption that transformations operate on semantic concopts
and not on lerical items (as, for instance, the verb deletion transformation
does).

Additionally, we have also tried to show that in spite uf surface differences
between Polish and English, universal concepts of similar types may apply
to both languag-s, even though they are expressed differently (by means
of case endings prepositions, gerunds or resl verbs etc.).”
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THE TRANSFER OF COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE!?

CARL JAMES

University Colltge of North Wales, Bangor

Contrastive Analysis is concerned with the notions of ‘transfer’ and “inter-
ference’, and it is for this concern that it has borne the brunt of the discredit
meted out in opposition to structure-based theories of language teaching
by advocates of the movement for teaching communicative competence (CC).
Note the word-play in some early writings from this movement. Newmark
(1970) offered interesting and seminal suggestions on “How not to interfere
with language learning”, and Newmark and Reibel (1968 : 149) attacked CA
directly as endorsing a teacher-centred rather than learner-centred approach
to foreign-language learning, claiming that “The excessive preoccupation
with the contribution of the teacher ... distracted the theorists from con-
sidering the role of the learner as anything but a generator of interference”.
It is not my puipose here to vindicate CA, but to determine whether and to
what extent CA and teaching for communicative competence ave in fact
incompatible enterprises. My terms of reference are the classical Ladonian
paradigme of CA endorsed by James (1971) and the discourse on the nature of
Communicative Competence of Hymes (1971): their common date is to be
taken as a fortuitous coincidence.

The CC movement seeks to desmphasise structure in favour of assigning
priority to meaning. This is why it has blossomed in the intellectual climate
of Generative Semantics, the contributions from ordinary lenguage philo-
sophers like Austin, Searle and Grice, and Halliday’s Functionslism. Yet
on the other hand the movement has relied for its endorsement on structural
information of & particular kind: that pertaining to child language acquisi-

! Paper read at the 14th International Confercnce on Polish-English Contrestive
Linguistics, Boszkowo/Poznati, December 7— 10 1977. I wish to express my indebtedness
to The British Council for financially supporting my attendance at this conference.
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tion. With some alacrity it has weleomed indications, albeit couched in strue-
turalist terms (Dulay and Burt 1974; Ravem 1974), that seeond-language
learning in a natural sctting is not qualitatively, though it may be quantitati-
vely, different from primary-language acquisition. This finding has been
taken os a reliable indication that the student’s natural language-learning
capacity will ensure success, provided he has sufficient meaningful exposure
to the target language “... if partieular, whole instances of the language are
modeled for him and if his own particular acts, using the language are selecti-
vely reinforced” (Newmark and Reibel 1968 : 149). This proposal is vividly
realised in the practices described by Allwright (1977) for managing the English
learning of university-level students in a ‘remedial’ programme.

The study of child language has likewise now begun to turn its back on
struetural accounts of the process. Developing Brown's (1973) call for ‘rich’
interpretations of aequisition data, those which rely heavily upon situation-
ally-cued meanings, Halliday (1975) has provided a Tunctionalist inter-
pretation of the process of & ehild's (Nigel's) acquisition. Here are some repre-
sentative statements from Halliday’s work:

i) “.. language develvpment is mueh more than the aequisition of strue-
ture”. (1975 : 3).

ii) “Early language development may be interpreted as the child’s progressive
mastery of funetional potential”. (1975:85).

jii) [The child] ““... learns to mean long before he adopts the lexieal mode
for the realisation of mecanings”. (1975 :9).

Here, then, is one crucial difference between Ll and L2 learning: infants,
while mastering the formal devices of language, are simultanecously, and
thereby, learning “how to mean™. Adult learners of an L2, by contrast, enter
the experience with a well-developed command of & functional system: their
problem is not to learn how to mean, but to learn how to convey ap already
internalised system of mecanings through a different or partially different
struetural code. Obviously this code will have to be learnt, and the differences
between L1 and L2 codes “... are the chief source of diffieulty in learning a
second language” (Lado 1964 : 21).

That at least one category of FL learners need not be taught ‘how to
mean’, since they ean transfer their L1 modes of meaning to L2, has been
coneeded by Widdowson (1975b:6): “... the language user himself knows
how to ereate and understand discourse of different kinds expressed in his
own language”. The ‘meanings’ he refers to however are rather specialised
ones, sinee 1.e is writing of English for Speeial Purposes: “fields of enquiry
in the physical and applied sciences, as they are gencrally understood, are
defined by their communicative systems, which exist as a kind of cognitive
deep strueture independently of individual realisations in different languages”
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(Widdowson 1975b : 6) and further ““the communicative systems of different
scientific disciplines are independent of any particular linguistie realisation”
(1975b:7). These statements are reminiseent of those in elassieal CA which
refer to meaning as the constant in comparison (the ‘tertinm comparationis®),
the difference being that Widdowson refers to the supposed universality of
specialised eommunicative systems, familiarity with whieh he regards as
eonstituting knowledge of “how to ereate and understand discourse’". Although
his concern is with ESP one might perhaps make the same claim, even more
legitimately, in respect of a generalist or generalised eommunieative com-
petence. It should be borne in mind that Widdowson’s elaim about the uni-
versality of technical and scientifie rhetorie is purely conjectural, awaiting
empirical validation, but if it is indeed universal then there ean be no talk
of “contrastive seientific rhetoric” just as there can be no sueh thing as. ‘con-
trastive semanties’, for the siraple reason that universality precludes con-
trastivity. The same must be said of the generalist analogue to teehniea:
rhetoric, communicative competence, the proper study of whieh is the province
of Linguistic Pragmaties: as I understand the term, from my reading of
Stalnaker (1972) and of Lakoff (1976) such things as Grice's (1967) conversa-
tional naxims and Leakoff's rules of politeness are very probably universal,
so there will be no ‘contrastive pragmaties’ to oeeupy us in the forseeable
future.

The relationship that Widdowson sces between specialist and generalist
English is one of complementarity. He assumes that if students have a know-
ledge of the structural properties of generalist English, they will be able to
combine this with their L1 knowledge of their scientific diseipline to master
the rhetoric of scientific English. In that case I take it that struetural know-
ledge of the L2 must be a prerequisite for speeialist communicative eom-
Petence in the L2. If it is the case that generalist structural knowledge ean
serve specialist communicative ecompetence we are faced with a number
of questions. First, would it not be better for ESP students to have specialist
structural facility from the start? Widdowson (1975b : 3) dismisses this on
the grounds that “a knowledge of how English is used in secientific and technical
communication can ...[not]... arise as a natural eonsequenee from the learning
of the scntence patterns and vocabulary whieh are manifested most frequently
in samples of communication of this kind”. The next question therefore
concerns the order of priorities for teaching usage and use. should struetural
knowledge, a sine qua non for communieation, be imparted simultaneously
with instruetion and opportunities for use, or be imparted prior to these
opportunities for use? As Allwright (1977 : 3) puts the question:

“Are we tcaching longuage (for eommunication)? or
Are we teaching communication (via language)?”’
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Yet, as we have already seen, the communication system per se “‘as a kind
of cognitive deep structure’” does not need to be taught, since it is already
acquired knowledge in adult gencralists and in scientists who know how to
be scientists in the L1. What do need to be taught therefore are the structural
or formal resources that realise communicative acts in the L2. Where some
of these formal resources are isomorphic with those of the L1 they will not
have to be taught either, since as CAists have long insisted, they can be trans-
ferred from the L1 to L2. The task at hand is to ascertain which formal re-
sources can be allowed to be transferred, and the answer will be: only those
which are both isomorphic and have the same semantic, rhetorical and prag-
mat. -alues as the L2 form with which they are matched. It seems that the
comr micative competence teaching movement is irrationally eclectic in
recognising the learner’s right to transfer his ur.derlying systems of communica-
tion, but not their formal realisations, to the L2; even though the feasibility
of their transfer within the L2, from gencralist to specialist use, is endorsed
by a writer like Widdowson.

The main reason why there is widespread disaffection toward the
teaching of structure is that teachers’ efforts have been negatively reirforced
by their pupils: there is usually a great discrepancy between ‘input® (what
is taught) and “intake’ (what is learnt). Instead of learning the forms of the
target language, learners exhibit an exasperating tendency to ‘learn’ deviant
forms. Moreover, this deviance seems not to be always proportionate to the
degree of mismatch between L1 and L2 forms (cf. Whitman and Jackson
1972). As if in despair, foreign-language teaching theorists have chosen to
redraw their policies, and have accordingly decided that grammatical de-
viance can be tolerated provided learners are patting their message across.
It has even been suggested that provided the L2 is being put to meaningful
use, the incidence of error in fact drops, though I know of no supportive
evidence for this speculation.

Now learners’ error making has become¢, big busmess and has engendered
the subdiscipline of Error Analysis within Applied Linguistics. Widdowson
(1975b) has interpreted the errors learners make as evidence for what Selinker
(1969) called “strategies of communicat.on”, and identifies as their common
denominator a desire on the learner’s part to simplify: they provide “a partial
account of basic simplifying procedures which lie at the heart of communica-
tive competence” (Widdowson 19756b). This simplification, he contends, can
involve either an increase or decrease in complexity, which is not so para-
doxical in the light of the spectacular asymmetry that psycholinguists have
revealed between linguistically defined complexity of derivation and psy-
chological difficulty. The pedagogic implication that Widdowson sees is one
that you have to be courageous to publish: rather than opting for “remedial
teaching through which errors are eradicated” (as is standard practice),
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Widdowson proposes “initial teaching through which errors are exploited
That is to say, onc might devise syllabuses which actually presented the
erroneous forms which particular groups of learners were prone to produce,
gradually bringing ‘correct” standard forms into foeus as the course progressed”.
This approach, he adds, “.. would be in line with eurrent approaches te the
teaching of communieative competenee’.

Widdowson’s proposal has been made before, both in eovert and in overt
forms. In covert form, Hymes (1971 : 287) suggests “... one should perhaps
contrast a ‘long’ and a ‘short’ range view of competeney, the short range
view being interested primarily in understanding innate capacities as un-
folded during the first years of life, and the long range view in understanding
the continuing socialization and change of competence through life”. Hymes
(1971 : 287) has particularly in mind disadvantaged children, whether they
be Ameriean Blacks or speakers of Bernstein's ‘restricted eode’, those ...
whose primary language or language variety is different from that of their
sehool”. It is, claims Hymes, part of a person’s eommunicative eompetence
to adapt his speech styles as changing social conditions and experience demand.
Having communic-.tive competence means having this adaptability in matters
of language.

A diftference between Widdowson and Hymes is that the former sees his
proposal as emanating from “the findings of error analysis”, while Hymes
refers explicitly to the founder of Contrastive Analysis, Weinreich (1953)
and his notion of snterference, which Hymes defines as being eoncerned with
‘““problems of the interpretation of manifestations of one system in terms
of another”. In faet, Widdowson’s view is shared by Krzeszowski (1976 : 66)
who illuminatingly categorises the five proecesses that Selinker (1972) con-
siders contribute to the form of interlanguage. Three of these (L1 transfer,
transfer of L1 training, and overgeneralisation from the target language)
Krzeszowski (1976:61) calls horizontal processes” aud the other two (‘strategies
of communieation’ and ‘strategies of TL learning’) he calls “vertieal processes®
since “.. they do not involve any transfer either from the source or from
the target language” (1976 : 67). On the other hand Widdowson has claimed,
as I havo shown, that these procedures, at least those involving simplification
“lie at the heart of communicative eompetence” and that this is transferable
from L1 use. .

The more overt support for Widdowson is my paper (James 1972) on
applied CA where I likewise proposed that some status as institutionalised
communicative codes should be given to the ‘deviant’ languages of foreign-
language learners. I was eneouraged in this by the American efforts to what
was technically ealled ‘dialeet expansion® in the late ‘60s., which were asso-
ciated. with such linguists as Labov, Shuy, Baratz Fasold and Stewart. This
movement sought to do two things: to recognise as legitimate and so assign
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linguistic status to the nonstandard dialects of American Blacks, and to
create pedagogic materials to facilitate social ‘upward mobility’ via the
standardisation of these dialects. Politzer (1968 :2) pointed out that any
variant of & TL that is coloured by the native language of its learners can
similarly be labelled a nonstandard dialect of that TL. The sentences of these
learner-dizlects are of two kinds, the idiosyncratic and the nonidiosyncratic,
and it is the latter kind which CA has traditionally been concerned with:
T call themn nonidiosyncratic simply because they are common to populations
of learners with a shared L1. They need not be obvious replicas of the L1,
but their deviance will be systematically, if deviously, traceable to the L1.
Since the learner’s ‘dialect’ is in a sense a hybrid between L1 and TL I called it
and interlingua, a term adopted from translation theory.

Any foreign-language learner has a propensity to construct for himself
this interlingua, though it has been pedagogic practice to stifle this act of
creativity. It is unrealistic to insist that learners should circumvent it to
proceed directly to the native speaker’s version of the TL. A further justifica-
tion for tolerating it is that where the class is L1-homogeneous, the individual
Jearners will converge in tacit agreement on the form of this interlingua,
and being institutionalised (Corder 1975) it wll become a vehicle for in-class
communication. Accepting the interlingua, like accepting the child’s or the
immigrant’s nonstandard language, obviates the necessity to halt the com-
murn cation process in favour of the learning process, which has been the
traditional practice.

For the majority of language learners, the interlingua need not be assigned
a low status by being viewed as ‘transitional’. Being a viable means of com-
munication, it might, for the majority of learners, represent their terminal
competence. It is adequate for those whose foreign-language study ends with
school and for those who have specialist and sporadic functional communicative
needs. The minority, those who will become professional foreign-language
communicators and those whose motives are literary, aesthetic, linguistic
or pedagogic, will nced to proceed beyond the interlingua. Thus ‘advanced”
language study will aim at naturalising the interlingua and to this end the
procedures advocated by Feigenbaum (1969) are appropriate: the student
is required to manipulate certain model sentences through repetition, sub-
stitution, and even translation. Often in the past such audiolingualist drills
were criticised for their artificiality, but it is this artificiality which makes
them suited for dialect expansion by tho advanced learner, since they involve
him in conscivus comparison of differences between his interlingua and target
competence. So this drilling involves not the mechanical conditioning of
verbal responses but makes use of the learner’s cognilive capacitics. As Hymes
says, such adaptability lies at the heart of communicative competence.

I have delayed my definition of communicative competence. Of the many
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available definitions I shall concentrate on those of Dittmar, of Widdowson,
and of Corder. Dittmar (1976 :163) sees as central to communicative com-
petence the language user’s realisation of two facts:

a) that two or more speech acts can be carried by the same linguistic pattern, .
and
b) that two or more linguistic patterns can convey the same speech act.
Developing CC involves then an increasing versatility. For Widdowson
(1975b) simplification is the key, so he talks of “.. basic simplifying pro-
cedures which lie at the heart of communicative competence”. For him
they involve ““... the process whereby a language user adjusts his langunage
behaviour in the interests of communicative effectiveness”. Morcover, they
are exhibited by native speakers and are not “restricted to people engaged'
in the learning of a secund language system™. Corder (1975) places the em-
phases differently. rather than viewing interlanguage in terms of simplifica-
tion or redluction, he prefers to study the processes of elaboration demonstrated
by learners of a second language. It will be obvious that the naturalisation
of the interlingua, as I have presented it, is an aspect of Corder’s “elaboration”
aswell as of Hymes’ “adaptability .

I will concede that many of the learner’s simplification strategies are
universal. Varadi (1973) has discussed these under the title “Strategies in
Target-Language learner communication Message Adjustment’. He recognised
three strategies. message abandonment (full or partial), formal replacement;.
and message adjustment. Results of applying the strategy for the communica-
tion of the ‘balloon’ were: ‘air ball’ ,‘special toy for children’, ‘light bowls.
(balls) to fly’, ‘filled with gas’. I am sure that thcre are syntactic counter-
parts to these lexical ones. I am also sure that, apart from the universal
strategies, there will be those that rely heavily on the Ll of the iearners:
this is where Contrastive Analysis comes back into the picture.

In her Bangor research project, de Echano (1977) set out to investigate
the strategies employed by ‘authors’ of simplified Readers® in making an
original text more accessible to foreign learners of English. The procedures
recognised by Véradi were in evidence. In addition, de Echano submitted
syntactically difficult English sentences to two populations of informants,
one English native-speakers, the other Spanish teachers of English, with
instructions to simplify each scntence, if possible, so as to make it easier for
foreigners to understand. The informams were being invited to indulge in
*foreigner talk’ (Ferguson 1975) of a rather sophisticated type in the written
mode. She selected the test sentences on the basis of high English-Spanish
contrastivity, as suggested in Stockwell et. al. (1965). Significantly, the Spanish.
informants tended to suggest simplified versions which were syntactically

3 Long;mm's Bridge Scries and Simplified Roaders.
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convergent toward the nearest Spanish pattern. She concluded that Readers,
t0 be truly effective and significantly simplified, should be composed with
the native language of the target reader population in mind. The niain in-
ference I wish to draw from de Echano’s work is that, although, as Widdowson
cleims, the ability to simplify language is shared by forcign learners and teach-
ers and native speakers, sume of the directious of that simplification are
determined by the L1. The second point, following from the first, is that
the paraphrase relations recognised by a L1-hemogenous group of foreign
learners will make communication more pussible than when the group does
not have a eommon L1. I feel that Allwright’s experiment in Essex would
have yielded a functional interlingua even more r1apidly if his learners had
all been L1 Spanish speakers.

It might be objected that I have overemphasised the structural aspect
of communicative competence. As Hymes (1971 . 281) says ‘“There are several
sectors of communicative cumpetence, of which the grammatical is just one™.
My apology might be either that I am concerned with the acquisition rather
than the possession of C.C., or alternatively that it is time to reinstate the
grammatical dimension, which is in danger of being lost sight of. Instead
of apologies though, I prefer to consider the four ‘sectors’ of C.C. that Hymes
Adentifies, namely:

1) “Whether (and to what degree) something is formally possible”. (1971 :
: 281) This is the grammaticality sector and it is best approached through
the linguistic study of error gravities, as in James (1974) and James (1977).

2) “Whether (and to what degree) something iz feasible”. (1971 : 281) This
is the acceptability sector and concerns ‘performance’ factors such as me-
mory #nd cognitive factors. It has been studied by Cook (1977).

3) "“Whether (and to what degree) something is appropriate™. (1971 : 281) This
is defined in relation to contextual features or how sentences match situ-
ations.

4) “Whether (and to what degree) something is in fact done”. (1971 : 281)

This relates to probability of occurrence. An example is F.R. Palmer’s (1965 :
. 63) contentious claim that will/shall are not the commonest forms for future

reference in English. As Hymes (1971 : 282) says: ““A linguistic illustration: a

sentence may be grammatical, awkward, tactful and rare’’. And so may an

interlingual sentence from a second-language learner. The Polish learner of

‘German, for example, might be allowed or even encouraged to use the

alternative German way (a) of asking a question thet is structurally cloge to

.his L1 (Polish) way rather than the ‘'more natural’ way (b):

Polish (L1) GQerman (L2)
Czy pan go zna!? Ob Sie ihn kennen? a)
Kennen Sie ihn? b)
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His communicative competence at this stage will be deficient in that the (a)
version may be too [-casual] to be appropriate and may be relatively rare. But
basing the interlingus or ‘reduced code’ on a contrastive study will ensure that
his sentence is grammatical and, for him perhaps even more than for a native
speaker of German, feasible. It will be during the naturalisation of the inter-
lingua that attention will be paid to appropriacy and to relative frequency.

As T said at the outset, it is not my vocation to vindicate Contrastive
Analysis. But I hope to have shown that the welcome shift of attention to
the communicative ambitions of language learnes is not a completely new page
ia history and that structural considerations, while they should not preoccupy
us, should, in their contrastive aspect, be continually borne in mind.
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EQUIVALENCE IN PHONOLOGY: THE CASE OF FINNISH STOPS VS.
ENGLISH STOPS

KarI Svomt

University of Turku

In this paper! some methodological issues of contrastive phonology are
discussed, mainly in connection with the problem of stating equivalence be-
tween phonemes. More specifically, an argument is made both for a rather ton-
crete (or natural) phonology and for data-based, experimental phonetics as
indispensable components of the contrastive analysis of sound systems, espe-
cially for pedagogical applications (which were the original raison d’etre of con-
trastive studies). To illustrate the general points discussed reference is made
to the contrastive analysis of the stop systems of Finnish (as the source lan-
guage) and English (as the target langnage), the emphasis being on the treat-
ment of the [voiceless/-/voiced/ distinction. The terms and concepts used are
mainly those of classical structuralist theory, used because of their practi-
cality in stating surface contrasts, not as a token of commitment to that theory.

0

As an introduction, a brief account of the stop system of Finnish might be
in order for theose readers who are not familiar with the language. For the
majority of speakers of Finnish the stop system consists of four phonemes,
viz. [ptdk/. 3 Among these /d/ hos a marginal status: ? in native vocabulary

1This is a slightly revised verssion of tho poper presented at the 14th international

_ -eonferenco of contrastive linguistics at Boszkowo, Decomber 7 - 10.1977. I wish to thank

the participants of the conferenco as woll as Fred Karlsson, Jaaskko Lohtonen and Kalevi
Wiik for valuable commoents and criticism.

* For an account of the sogmental phonemes of Finnish see Karleson 1969,

¥ Historically, /d/ (realized as a stop) entered tho language a8 a result of a spelling
pronuneiation, due to the oarly seribes’ practice of using the corresponding lotter for
writing down the then existing dontal spirant. On the whole, the many complexities
involved here aro anothor indication of the artifieiality of sueh monolithic notions as
“‘the sound system of Finnish’’ (of. the trecatment of b and g below and in Suomi 1978).
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and in fully integrated (older) loanwords it has a limite:d distribution {occur-
ring only in certain w ord medial positions and cven there, in cuntradistinetion
to the other stops, only /single/), it does not occur at all in some dialects, and
in some further dialects it is realized as a flap rather than a stop. Neither is it,
in a gencrative description, included among the Finnish lexical consonant seg-
ments, since its surface representations can be  egarded as the product of easily
statable morphophonological rules (cf. Karlsson 1971 : 32). Yet, as [t/ and /d/
are distinctive in Standard Finnish (¢.g. katon gen. sg. of katlto’ ‘roof” vs. kadon
gen. sg. of kalo ‘dearth’) it is not a priori impossible, even in the light of the
limited distribution of the latter, tha! the distinction would be essentially one
of voicing, in which case the lack of /b/ and [g/ would be interpreted as an
instance of two paradigmatic gaps. The phonctic differences between Finnish
[t/ and [d/, however, do not secm to favour such an interpretation. The two
stops (in the kind of eGucated speech whero also |d/ isrealized as a stop) differ
from cach other in the following ways: /d/ has & more retracted (or retroflex)
place of production (Sovijirvi 1963 : 47, Wiik 1065 : 24) resulting acoustiec-
ally to a higher F2 locus, and it has a shorter duration (Wik 1955 : 24;
Lehtonen 1970: 71). As regards voicing, and this is the crueial point, /d/ is
usually fully voiced between vowcls and varies freely between voieed and voice-
less when next to /h/ (see e.g. Lehtonen 1970 : 52ff.), [t/ being (when/single/)
in vuiced environments either voiceless or voiced (Hakulinen 1968 : 20). Thus,
with regard to voicing, there is a possibility of complete overlapping in word
pairs of the type Ralon/kadon. This state of affairs would seem to suggest that
in thesc instances listencrs have to rely on the other cucs signalling the distinc-
tion, i.c., the acoustical consequences of the difference in the place of pro-
duction as well as duration. It can be argued that the frequent total voieing
of /d/ is a secondary, concomitant result of favourable aerodynamic conditions
prevailing across the glottis due to the short duration of the ocelusion and the
influence of the adjacent scgments (of which at Ieast the following one is al-
ways & vowel, i.e. & naturally voiced sound). A |voice/ correlation, moreover,
would presuppose context-independent control of voicing in stops. as the above
discussion indicates this does not scem to exist (cf. also Hakulinen 1968 : 20 -
21). Thus phonetic considerations, too, suggest the rejeetion of the hypo-
thesis of a /voice/ distinction. As for Finnish /ptk/, they are seldom aspirated
but often, especially medially when occurring /single; between naturally voiced
sounds (i.c. vowels and sonorants), partly and occasionally sven fully voiced
(not surprisingly, voicing having n» distinctive function in the Finnish stop
system). In fact there seem to be strong grounds for regarding the Finnish
stops as being produced in an essentially “neutral™ mode with regard to voieing:
the voicclessness or voicedness of these sounds scemns to be an automatic res-
ponsc of the vocal apparatus to the cont ext-dependent pres ailing aerodynamic
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conditions, a single glottal configuration (one appropriate for speaking}.
being invariably employed for segmental purposes (for details see Suomi 1976 :
173 - 76). ¢

It scems reasonable, then, to accept the view (expressed e.g. by Karlsson
1969 : 358) that [d/ is isolated and that there is thus no stop correlation in.
Finnish. This accepted, it follows that there is basically one series of stops in.
the language, all funmarked/ (in the sense of Chomsky-Halle 1968) for voice.
From the point of view of the system it is clear that it is /d/ that is “extra’”
(this view is also diachronically supported, cf. footnote 3) rather than [b] and
[g] being paradigmatic gaps. How the classificatory feature distinguishing [t/
and [d/ should be labelled is a question of secondary importance; it is likely
that the distinction is identified by listeners on the basis of all the concomitant.
phonetic differences.

The picture of the stop system of Finnish is, however, made more complex
by the ever-growing adoption of new loanwords to the language, particularly
from English. The new loanwords usually enter the language through the print-
ed word, and consequently there are recent loanwords featuring the letters.
b and g such as bussi “bus’ and bingo ‘bingo’ as against pussi bag’ and pinko
‘swot” of the native stock. However, for the majority of Finns such word pairs.
are simply homophones as indicated, among other things, by their frequent
misspellings. 8 Thus, for the majority of speakers of Finnish the pronunciations-
of words like pusst and bussi are non-distinct. There is, admittedly, & group.
of educated speakers who, under the influence of the forcign languages they
have learnt, do maintain this distiction also in speaking Finnish. Yet there
are indications that even among this educated group the distinction is far from
being fully intcgrated and stable; the selection between the system [ptdk/ and
the evolving system [pbtdkg/ is for most members of this group connected
with the sociolinguistic phenomenon of register of sociolect, i.e. a matter of
choice between informal and formal modes of speech communication. All this-
indicates that the Finnish stop system is presently in a period of restructuring,
and in the current state of transition caution must be observed e.g., in the

¢It is here assumed, in accerdance with the so-called aeredynamie-myoelastic
theory of phenation, that two conditions must be met for voicing to ocour, namely that .
the vocal cords be appropriately positioned and a sufficient transglottal flow of air be
provided (for details see e.g. van den Berg 1068).

* It iz to be noted that with regard to native vocabulary the Finnish ortography,.
with some minor predictablo exceptions, is phonemie, i.e. thero is a two-ways one-to.one
cerrespondenco betweon graphemes and sogmental phonsmes. The adoption of new
leanwords of the type disocussed of course violates this prineiplo.

¢ I have discussed the problem of b and g in Finnish and the other related issues:
teuched upon here in more detail in Suomi 1978.
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sclectivn of informants in contiastive analyses. If an clegant and simple de-
scription is necessarily insisted upon, however, it can, for most practical pur-
poses, be assumed that the Finnish language has o stop system of /ptdk/, the
distinction ;t,-/d, being based un phunetic differences only partially similar to
thuse usually (e.g. in English or Polish) accompanying a fully integrated /voice-
less/-/voiced/ one. Alternatively, and this seems a better solution, appro-
priate measures should be resorted to to assess, for each group of Finnish infor-
mants, whether and to what extent they are in cummand of the more complex
system [pbtdkg/.

1

In contrastive analysis equivalent entities of two or more languages are
compared, often for the purpuse of predicting und,or explaining sources of
interference. According to Lehtonen (1977 . 33) the following criteria have been
used in varivus works tu state the cquivalunce of phonemes in the languages
compared:

(1) cogeney of similar letters in spelling;
(2) similarity of phonetic descriptions and of conventions of transecription,

-(3) use of phonologieal eriteria; and

(4) pereceptual similarity.

Let us examine the kind of results obtainable by the respective application
of each of the criteria mentioned to the contrastive analysis of the stop sys-
tems of Finnish and English. The use of similar letters in spelling eould con-
ceivably, under a pretence to pedagogical simplicity, be taken as a point of
departure in the case of Finnish being the source language, because of its almost
perfeut two-way one -to-one correspondence between graphemes and segmental
phonemes (cf. footnote 5). However, the possible pros are far overruled by the
cons inevitably resulting from the adoption of such an approach to the problem,
even if rigorously applied. To be convinczd, consider the following “transfer
rules” neeessary (although probably not even sufficient) to convert the pho-
nolugical information deducible from the letter g in Finnish to that deducible
from its counterpart in English: ?

The letter g “is pronounced in English in two difforent ways:

{a) before a, 0 and u it is pronounced normally; “(sic!) “‘examples. gang, goat...;

(b) wlon €, ¢ or y fullows it is usually pronounced like the English j: this sound, which
8 Finu Las to learn by practice, cuuld perhaps best be represented by the transeript dz.
The word ginger would Linvo to be transenboed as dZindzor, the word German similarly
as dormin. Howover, thure are numerous exceptions to this rule. Although gem and

*'ho lettor ¢ occurs in Finnish (spart from loanwords) also in the spolling -ng-
for ; 79/, tlus bemg & majur oxevption tu thouno to une principle mentioned in footnote &.
Howover, thoe spolling dues nut violate the two way currespondence as the rolation is

.roco verable in both dircetions.
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gelatin are pronounced dzem and dZeloltin, the words gelding and get are prunounced
gelding and get. When the letter ¢ follows g the latter is pronovunced g in almost as many
words as it is pronounced cl%: consequently the word yiant 13 prunvunced dizawont, but
giggle as gigll; gin is pronounced as dZin but gingham as gingan; giraffe 1s pronounced
as AZirdf’, whereas girl as gorl. When followed by ¢, g is almost invariably pronounced
as dZ; the only exception to this rule is the word gynecology which s usually pronounced
gninokol’adzi; also in this word, however, the first g is sometimes pronounced as dz,
eonsequently: dZainokol’adzi (sometimes also: dZinokol’edzi). It 1s also to be noted that
g is not at all pronounced if followed by the letter » either word untially or medally,
cf. tho consonant cluster gn below.” (Alanne 1968)3

T have ventured to strain the reader’s patience on the grounds that a normal
user of the dictionary is clearly expected to read such instructions and, move-
over, toremember what he has read. Thus, especially with English as the target
language, the learner would have to memorize myriads of ad %oc rules in cx-
change for not having to become explicitly aware of the non-interchangeabil-
ity of the notions “phoneme” and “letter”, little practical difference as they
may seemn to make in his native tongue. In coming across such “instructions”
one is forced to ask whether it would not, after all, be more economical to give
the spelling and phonological structure (i.c., “the pronunciation™) as the two
distinct items to be learned for each English word (which, in fact, is the usual
practice in textbooks of English for Finnish learners). ?

It remains an open question how much the use of similar letters in the two
languages interferes with the correct learning of the English stops by speskers
of Tinnish; one would think that the influence could be great vnly at the very
initial stages of learning. We can conclude, then, that the application of the
first critcrion does not even produce viable practical solutions, not to mention
its theoretical inattractiveness.

The second eriterion, similarity of phonetic transcriptions and conventions
of transcription, can, if inadvertently applicd, lead to much more harmful mis-
interpretations as, due to the higher degree of sophistication involved, the

* Translation mine, KS.

* Thus, despite the fact that, for practical purposcs, letters and phonemes ean often
be regarded mutually interchangeable entities in teaching varivus aspeets of Finmish
to native speakors, the concept of the phoneme must, implicitly ur expheitly, form the
busis of the description of the sound structure of the target language in fureign language
teaching. Usually, of course, this is done implicitly, e.g. “poika in Finnish corresponds
to boy, pronounced as /boi/, in English.” This type of description can also cope with
allophonic variation, o.g. by statements like** /b/, /d/ and [g/ in English, when word
inttial or final, are less voiced than in the word medial position.” It is difficult to unagine
how similar statements could profitably be incorp.iated into a companison of spelling
systems.
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flaws a1¢ more difficult to detect. Among the shortcomings of traditional pho-
netic transcription (such as the phonetic categories of the IPA) Lehtonen
(1977. 34) mentions the dependence on categories predetermined by tradition-
al classification, ambiguity in the evaluation of the phonetic characteristics
(because the phonetic description is based on subjective, non-empirical impres-
sions), and, thirdly, attention tv vague aad immaterial physical characteristics
of the speech svunds. A case in point is the treatment of Finmish and English
plosives by Muisiv and Valento (1976). In discussing the physical differences
between the stops of the two languages the authors state:

“It would seom that the Finnish plustves /pdk/ are fully accepta le 83 the cortespoinling
Enghsh phonemes and /t/ can bo used as a substitute for tho English [t/ in spite of a
shght difference in the place of articulation. Thas learning to hear and produce Eulish
/ptdk, should not by too difficult for Finns. There are also two new plosives that must
be learnt. They are b/ and jg/. These may oceur as sounds in loan-words in Fiunish
(e.g. bussi ‘bus’, laboratorio ‘laboratory’, ,ellona ‘gallon’, agentt ‘agent’, Haag "the
Ha ue’). Therefure une might assume that learuing the English plosives is not difficult
for a Finn. However, the preture is obscured by the fact that word initially and at the
beginning of a stressed syllable the furt's plusives /ptk, are aspirated in English, whereas
i Frumsh they are unaspirated. This difference should not cause any hearing problein,
because Finns probably wlentify English [ptk/ currectly whether they are aspirated or
not. In production there may ariso a difficulty, becawse ¥inns tend to pronounce their
fortis plosives tov laaly and without aspiration so that nativo speskers of English may
hear them as /bdg/.”” (Moisio and Valento 1976: 15 - 16)

Asregards the claim that /b and /g/ “may occur as sounds” (=phonemes!)
in Finnish the authors state ‘carlier {1976 : 14) that they interpret the Finnish
stop system to consist of /ptdk/. clearly their position fluctuates on this point.
However, un the basis of the discussion in section (0) above and the empirical
data obtained by the authors themselves (cf. below) it can be inferred that, at
least for the group of Finnish speakers used as their informants, the native
stop system consists of /ptdk/ (this position is again subsequently taken by
Moisio and Valento (1976 : 22 - 23) when they review the learning problems
implied by their contrastive analysis).

Although discussing the physical characteristics of the stops the authors
give no physical evidence which would justify the postulated correspondence
or substitution relationship between Finnish /ptk; and English /ptk/; on the
contrary, they state (quite correctly) that there is a difference with regard to
aspiration. The existence of a physical correspondence is further made question-
able by the fact (mentioned by the authors) that Finnish /ptk/ are often
identified as /bdg/ by native speakers of English. The results of their own lis-
tening tests are also far from indicating that speakers of Finnish identify Eng-
lish /ptk/ correctly (which would be the case if a physical correspondenee
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existed): English (E) /p/ is identified by Finns as /p; in 28 per cent of the cases
and as b/ in 27 per cent, E [t/ is identified as /t/ in 43 per cent of the cases vs.
32 per cent as [d/, and E [kf as [k/ in 58 per cent as against 14 per cent as fgl
(p. 33).

The use of the terms “forits” and “lax” (as pkysical attributes of stop
sounds, i.e. as attributes meant to refer to some objectively observable pho-
netic feature of these sounds (and different, for example, from the vbjecti-
vely definable dimension of voieing), remains an instance of “attention to
vague and immaterial physical characteristic of speech sounds™ (Lehtoner.
1977 : 34) until their referents in the physical world are indicated. To my
knowledge this has not been done.”® Asregards the use of e.g. the terms “fortis”
and “lenis” in a phonological, classificatory function, for example to refer to
(or used as a label for) the English sets of stops (ptk) and (bdg), ** they are,
from a strictly formal point of view, as good as any provided that the two
sets are systematically kept apart.

Thus, Moisio and Valento fail to give a phonetically motivated justifica-
tion for the assumed correspondence between Fininsh /ptk/ and English (ptk)
(in favour of English (bdg)), and the situation is indeed “obscure™ in view of
the obvious discrepancy between data and predictions.

What, then, could be the basis of Moisio and Valento’s choice of corre-
spondence? It seems that the second criterion mentioned by Lechtouen, viz.
similarity of phonetic transcriptiors and, particularly, conventions of transcrip-
tion can give the answer as both the (voiceless) set of English stops and the
basic triplet of Finnish stops are traditionally transcribed as ,ptk, (for his-
torical reasons that need not concern us here). Given such a situation, it is
tempting to transcend the similarity beyond the merely graphic one, i.e. to
regard the stops also phonetically equivalent. (That they are not phounologic-
ally equivalent will be shown in morc detail in section (3) below). Thus,
looking up the transcripts ptk in an IPA chart, for examnple, one finds that

12 The same terms fortis-lenis are, admittedly, used e.g. by Ladefoged (1971), but
with referenco to differences in the degreo of respiratory activity resulting to vanations
of subglottal air pressure signifieant on the segmental level, as is the case e, i Luganda
(seo Ladefoged (1971: 24 . 295 95fT) for data and a detailed diseussion). In Eunghsh no
such differences aro associated with the /ptk/-/bdg/ distinction {seo Suonn (1976: 35 - 56}
and the references thorein).

11 As was done deliberately by the present writer in Suomi (1976) n order to reserve
the terms voiced and voiceless for the phonetic dimension (i.c. presenee vs. absenco of
glottal pulsing). It was explicitly stated that no material content was unpled by the
termns fortis and lewis (1976: 3 - 4).
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they are defined, amung other things, by the feature voiceless (while bdg are
chaacterized by the feature voiced). In principle the IPA transcription system
is a phonetic one, i.e., it cnables a classification of speech sounds independently
of their phonological function in the languages described. In practice, how-
ever, even the very constructivn of the system has been greatly influenced by
the phonolugical structure of a number of languages, notably English. As a
result, for Tnglish, the classificatory and narrow (phonetic) transciptions usual-
ly coincide, i.e. the same transcripts are used in both, and usually without
duing injustice to either. For Finnish, un the contrary, the choice between the
transcripts ptk and bdg is more arbitrary in a phonological (classificatory)
transeription as the [vuiceless/-/voiced/ distinction does not exist in Finnish.
Now, in an attempt to capture the essential phonetic characteristics of Finnish
stupsvne is in principle free to choose the transcripts that best seem to describe
the essential features of these sounds, and in practice ptk have traditionally
been chusen. However, it is erroncous to assume, after the choice has been
made, that the same transeripts now stand for phonetically non-distinct sounds
in the two languages. Or, to adapt Lehtonen’s (1977 : 34) expression, one must
avuid “dependence on categories predetermined by traditional classification™.
Yet it seems that this is exactly the pitfall Moisio and Valento have tumbled
over and when, contrary to their assuption, the stops of the two languages
exhibit clear phunetic differences they are forced to state that “in production
there may arise a difficulty, because Finns lend to pronounce their Jortis plosives
too laxly and without aspiration...” (1976 . 16, italics mine, KS). That the pro-
nunctiation of Finnish follows its vwn regularities and is different from English
pronunciation should not be regarded as a tendency to deviate from a norm
(dictated Lere, it scems, by the IPA classification). The crucial (albeit unin-
tentivnal) point of the above quotation, however, is that it lends further
support tu the present writer’s contention that the Jistinetion Jortis/lenis (or
voiceless, woiced) is completely vacuous in the systematic description of (the)
Fimuish (stops), both phonologically and phonetically, i.e., it cannot be used
as a basis for establishing natural classes of sounds beyond the primary dis-
tinction between obstruents and sonorants (voicing, as a phonetic parameter,
being primarily dependent on physiologicaljacrodynamic and coarticulatory
effects (cf. section (0) above and Suomi 1976 : 73 - 74).

As a corollary of the postulated correspondence between Finnish [ptk/
and English /ptk/ in their contrastive analysis Moisio and Valento ate forced
to prediet (1976 : 22 - 23) that, while English [ptk/ cause no great problems,
it is the English stops /b/ and [g/ that are difficult for Finns to produce and to
identify . Below is a graphic representation of their argumentation (as a slightly
modified but factually true reconstruction of the relevant parts of their chart

(1976 . 14) of the Finnish system complemented by a parallel description of
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part of the English system, also according to Moisio and Valento's own in-
terpretation):

Finvish: English:
vl I ol i
{b] [g] L lgl

On the basis of such a chart it is indecd very tempting to conclude that
Finnish [ptk/ correspond vo English /ptk,. The descriptions of the two lan-
guages do not, however, observe the basic principles of contrastive anulysis,
i.e. they are not of an identical status: for English, only phonolugical informa~
tion is given whercas the description of Finnish includes alsv allophonic in-
formation. I will return to the use of such graphic representations below; to
conclude the present section it is sufficient to note that again the predictions
of Moisio and Valento are invalidated by their own results. the percentage
of correct identifications of English /bdg/ by Finnish subjeets is cunsiderably
higher than that of English [ptk/, viz. 56, 76 and 74 per cent for /bdg/, respce-
tively, against 27, 43 and 58 per cent for [ptk/, respectively (Moisio and
Valento 1976 : 33).

3

The third principle for stating equivalence between phonemes of different
languages mentioned by Lehtonen is the use of phonological arguments. I will
attempt to show in this section that substantively, i.e. phonetically motiva-
ted phonological considerations,'® although unable to answer the question of
equivalence positively, can at least help us to avoid the kind of false conclusions
exemplified in the preceding section. The atomistic concept of the phuneme
as an indivisible, abstract entity cxisting only through its distinctive opposi-
tions to the other phonemes of the language, the basic tenet of taxunomic
phonology, viz. the idea that cach languageis a system of its own right, describ-
able only by the language-specific network of oppositions, the denial of a
universal basis for the description of specch sounds and their inter: elationships,
all these are, of course, irreconcilable with the demand in contrastive analysis
for parallel deseriptions of the languages contrested. Consequently, the idea
of universal categories, of a “common platform”, is inextrieably inherent in
contrastive analysis if it is to make sense. In accordance with this conviction,
then, we must assume the existence of universal features that sumehow reflect

1 Thus oxtremoly abstract, substance-independent theories of phunology ke glose-
matic (see e.g. Hijelmslov 1943) are not considered here very useful for the purposes
of contrastive analysis, for reasons that should become clear on tho basis of the sub-
sequent discussion.

eRC e 115

IToxt Provided by ERI




118 Kari Suomi

owr categorization of the phonic substance uf speech. For the features to be
universal they must be based on (or derived frum) the general (or, more likely,
speech-specific) eognitive eapabilities of man as & speaking animal, using his
vueal apparatus to produce the speech svunds. The more abstract phonolo-
gical, classificatory (or “distinctive”) features must, in accordance with the
abuve considerations, be based on the universal, lower-level phonetic features.
Trom a contrastive point of view, then, the situation is this. each language
Lias at its disposal the same artieulatory and perceptual possibilities, delimit-
ed by the species-speeific anatumieal, physivlugical and cognitive charac-
teristics of man. In this perspective specifie applied contrastive studies (ef.
Fisiak 1978) of sound systems are faced with two obvious tasks: first, to find
out the diffevences in the utilization of these potentials for functional pur-
puses in different languages, and second, to investigate the phonetie means
by which the funetional information is conveyed in these languages and the
similarities and differences between them. It is a fragment of the first task
that we are coneerned with in the present section.

If the stup systems of Finnish and English are described in terms of clas-
sifivatory features and notice is taken unly uf the minimal distinetions within
the stup system in each language then the differences between the two sys-
tems can be visnalized by the following graphic representations where cach
line correspunds tu a distinction maintained by a difference in the specification
of a single feature (/place of articulation, being regarded as a single, multi-
valued feature in aceordance with e.g. Ladefoged 1971 : 91ff.):

Englnh:

Finnish*
14/
; N Y.
/
/
Tos
— - b
I/ vl 2
~
Ix/ vl lel

From the graphs it can be seen that Finnish /pk/ both participate in a
twu-way minimal opposition in the system, Finnish /t/ and /d/ taking part
in a three-way and vne-way minimal oppusition, respectively. As regards Eng-

13 The word “functional” could be given differont scopes; in this paper it is inter-
preted to refer to the (phonologically) distinctive function.
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lish, each of the six stops stands in a three-way minimal oppusition within
the system. Now, disregarding Finnish ,d, for « moment, it can be scen that
similar interrelationships exist within the sets Finnish ,ptk,, Euglish /ptk/
and English /bdg/ with regard to the feature ;place of asticulation;. As for the
distinction represented by the horizontal lines it can be seen that it unly exists
in the English system. Now it is one uf the major claims of this paper that
there are no purely formal criteria that would enable one to equate the Finnish
set with either one of the English sets as there are no such features as are
shared by the Finnish set and only one but not the other of the English sets,
the horizontally represented dimension being vacuous in Finnish. Rather, we
would have to conclude that buth of the English sets tugether correspond to
the Finnish one. This conclusion prevents us front making the kind of wiong
predictions discussed in the preceding section (i.c. from cquating Finnish ptk/
with English ptk/, an equation clearly inconsistent with empirical data) but,
as was anticipated at the beginning of the present section, it fails tu give a
positive answer to the problem of equivalenee. For we cannot be content with o
laconic statement that Finnish /ptk, arc equivalent to as it were the sum
total of English [ptk/ and /bdg/ as it is precisely the difficulty of Finns to
differentiate between the two English sets that gives contiastive analyses of
this kind a practical motivation in addition to the muie theuretical ones. The
interim conclusion gives us no hint whatsvever, for example, as to how a speak-
er of Finnisk should alter his native habits of stop articulation to arvive at
acceptable pronunciations of the English ones.

There is one further step, however, that might conceivably be taken to-
wards a solution of the problem without resorting to the methods of empiri-
cal, experimental phonetics, namely the recognition and use of certain well-
known general phonetic tendencies (the knowledge of which ultimately de-
rives from the accumulation of data from direct observation). To illustrate the
point it is sufficient here to refer to one sucl principle, viz. the tendency ob-
servable in languages to avoid making use of oxtreme articulatory configura-
tions in the absence of a phonological motivation (or, the principle of least
effort). Given that a maximally voiced stop and a maximally aspirated stop
represent the two extremes on the voicing continu.m (see e.g. Suomi 1976 .
65 - 68), tho first tendency would predict that the stops of a language like
Finnish would tend to be situated somewhere in between the two extremes.
A direct parallel is offered by the dimension [front/-/back/ in [low/ vowels:
in languages with a single [low/ vowel its phunetic realizations are usually
wore or less indeterminate with regard to the articulatory dimension front-back
(e g. German, Italian, Polish, Russian) whereas in languages with two (low/
vowels the distinction is (of course) maintained also phunetically, the vowels
having distinct front and back articulations (e.g. English, Finnish and Swe-
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dish). Nutice that in languages of the first ty pe the only /low/ vowel, despite
its indeterminacy phonctically with regard to the front-back dimension, is
usually classified (phunologically) as /frunt/ or (perhaps more often) as badk,.
Analogically, thea, we would predict that the two sets of English stups are
situated, with respect tu the viicing dimension, towards the voiceless and
vuiced extremes, respectively, away from the “neutral™ position predicted for
the Finnish stops. Or, tu retwrn tu the graphic representation above, it could
be asswmed that the non-horizontal lines delimit the articulatory possibilities
expluited in the two languages with regard to the place of production of stups
and that the horizontal dimension reflects the scope of variation along tle
vuicing dimension. The space delimited by the faces of the three-dimensivnal
boudy could then be argued tv encompass all the possible stop realizations in
the two languages. Nuw the fact that cach English stop stands in a three-way
oppusitiun to the others causes the stop realizations to tend to be located
towards the corners of the body as bouth lorizontal and non-horizuntal dis-
tinctions must be maintained. In Finnish, on the other hand, the horizuntal
dimension being vacuvus, there are no furmal criteria that would help us
predict anything abuut the location of the realizations of the Finnish stups un
the horizontal dimension. o push the point even further, we could cuncen-
trate vur whole attention un the eure of the problem and depict the situativn
(disregarding the buth theurctically and pedagogically nun problematic place
of production/ aspect) in the following way:

Finnish
/mk/

/oks /bde/ English

In this graph the horizontal line in tolv reflects the potentials available
(at leust in principle) in both languages with regard to differentiation on the
Voiting continuu, the vertical line indicating its division for distinctive pu -
puses (in English). Again, even such an uiterly simplified description would
pevent us from equating Finnish [ptk, with English /ptk,. The (non formally,
i.u. substantively motivated) tendency just discussed, however, predicts that
the Finnish stops tend to be scattered approximately half-way between the
two extremes on the horizontal dimension. But here, again, we would be
confronted by the same dilemma as before. we could not decide which of
the two English sets of stops are equivalent to the Finnish one. And, to sce
the problem in its entirety, consider the fact that the /voiced, ,/voiceless, dis-
tinction is signalled by a wide variety of phonetic mechanisms in different
languages. In Mandarin Chinese, fur example, the /voiceless, sct is signalled
by extensive aspiration, while the /voiced, set is in fact usually phonctically
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voieetsss. 1 In a language like Polish, on thie otlier hand, the former are real-
ized as voiceless non-aspirates and the latter as extensively voiced stops, the
two sets vccupying positions on the voicing dimension clearly different fiom
those of the English sets (for experimental data sce e.g. Kopezyiski 1977 :
1 72 - 76). Thus different languages vccupy different pusitions on the voicing
continuum, obeying at the same time the principle of minimal cffort to produce
sufficient (but nut maximal) separation of the two categories (¢f. Suomi 1976 .
70 - 72).

It scems that we caimnot proceed further in owr analysis without 1esoting
to an experimental phonetic analy sis of the processes of production and por-
ception in the two languages because otherwise, and this is the basic pooblem
of contrastive analyses of svund systems performed in an arm-clair, we we
always, at most, left with just predietions.

4

The last principle for stating equivalence of phonemes in different lan-
guages mentioned by Lchtunen is pereeptual similarity.? In other words, to
(in) validate our hypotheses we “must go tu the very ovutskirts of linguistic
processing, to the mechanism which is used by the speaker to transform the
linguistic information of the phunulogical segment string into the actual speech
signal, and to the mechanism which is used by the listener to deteet the cor-
responding phonological infurmation” (Lehtonen 1977.35). An attempt in
such a direction was the present writer’s analysis of the production of English
stops by native and Finnish speakers (Suomi 1976). The results of the study,
although preliminary and planned to be followed by « more detailed investi-
gation of the articulatury and acoustic phenomena involved, indicate, among
other things, the fnability of the kind of cuntrastive analysis sketched in the
preceding sections w predict many interesting and important characteristics
of the interlanguage empluyed by a language learner. Thus, for example, it
was found that advanced native Fiunish learners of English exhibitcd exten-
sive voicing of English ,bdg/ inespective of their position in the word, in
contradistinction to the less advanced learners who, under the influence of
interference frum the mother tungue, showed only moderate (and more 1an-
dom) voicing, and, what is more imiportant, alsv in contradistinction to the

¥ The presont situation bug an vutevine of carlier interplay between tounal and
Jvoice/ features.

B The terin “percoptual siulanty** mught be mterproted (although this does not
seom to bo Lehtonen's intentivn) tu cxelude studies of speech pereoption in fasour of
porceptual studivs proper, tu av il this connotation the sitnple tunn “phonctic sinulanty
could be adopted.
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native speakers who, conforming to the allophonic regularities of English,
calibited only moderate or no voicing in the word initial and final positions
whLile having fully voiced stops only in the ward medial position (fo1 details
see Suomi 1976 . 17 - 48).1¢ Needless to say, these diffecences between the be-
haviour of the Finnish groups could not have been predicted @ priori. An even
mwote striking indication of the necessity of empirical validation is the fact
that confusions in the perception of English by Finnish spealers oceur not
only between the stups (i.e. not unly within the category /pbtdkg)) but alsv
€.4., between stups and consonant clusters. Thus, for example, Finns often
confuse English [t/ and /tr/, especially in a pre-stress position (as in the words
ti. wnd try) (Lehtonen, personal communication. The data come from o thesis
study by R. Hinninen, to be published in Jyviskyli Contrastive Studies no 6.).
The ability to predict such patteins of interference are far beoy nd the scope
uf « untrastive analysis based on phunolugical considerations only, and, more-
ovet, they are casily overlovked even in empirical investigations if, for ea-
anple, the subjects in an identification test are given a chuice of possible
anusw ers predetermined, very often, by the intuitions of the rescarcher.

]

It may well turn out that the spediai problem diseussed in this paper, the
question whether Finnish /ptk, are cquivalent?? to English ptk, or English
,bulg,, remains unsettled cven after the applieation of the fourth criteria. The
results of Moisio and Valentvo (1976) and Suomi (1976), although perhaps
slowing a weak tendency in favour of English /bdg,, certainly do not justify
us to give an unequivocal answer in vne direction or the other. It is possible,
in other words, that we have to be content with the answer arrived at in
section (d) above, viz. that Finnish /ptk/ are equivalent to both English /ptk/
aund English [bdg/. In this future situation, however, having performed de-
tailed investigations of the phonetics of the stops of the two languages, we
are on a mueh firmer ground than before as we then have empirical data to
support vur eontentions. This deepened knowledge can also be expected to
se1y . as a basis for constructing better pedagugical techniques for Finnish |
learners of English.

To sum up, the muin theses of this paper are. first, that phunology, vo be
ustful for the purposes of contrastive a. alysis, must be phonetically based and |
not tov abstract, and second, that the validity of the predictions arrived at |

¢ The behaviour of the more advanced Fimush learners of English can be inter-
preted 83 an instance of overgeneralization of a 'L rule.

1> The reader may have nuticed the rather fres use of wordings like “correspond to”,
“ate equal to”, “are vuuparable™ ete. in the earlier parts of this paper, These are the
tonas wied 1n the studies aoted, a1l nu need was folt to intruduce the mure technical
tetm “equivalence”™ untal an atten pt had been made to claborate its meaning moro |

precigely. |
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« priort must be checked against empirical data about the actual specelt be-
haviour in an actual language contact, e.g. in the speech of bilingual speakers
(for similar demands for vbjective testing of contrastive analysis hy putheses
see Dimitrijevié 1977). What is propvunded here is in fact an wmalgam of
traditional contrastive analysis and error analysis.

What arc the ultimate criteria of equivalence of plunemes? On the ovne
hand, they ¢an be said to be extralinguistic insofar as they are referable to
the universal anatomical properties of the speech producing apparatus. On
the other hand, it is evident that sume hind of categorization takes place in
speedh pereeption. Tt is very difficult and may even turn out to be impossible
tu assess whether the perceptual features used as a basis for this categoriza-
tion are linguistic or not. due to the constant interplay between and mutual
interdepeudency of form and substance in the evolution of language as a means
of communication the linguistic and non linguistic aspeets of speeeh percep-
tion are inextricably interwoven (for a sumewhat different view of the nature
of the features see Lehtonen 1977 . 36 - 37). Phonetics is a branch of linguisties
studying the one end where language (as a system of rule-guverned behaviour)
is incontact with the objective world, connecting linguistic entities with physi-
cal phenvmena, both physivlugical and acoustic (which again are clearly
non-linguistic in nature). Cunsider a parallel, by now well-agreed-upun case
from the opposite end of the language system. cude-particular, system-inter-
nal (struetural) criteria cannot be used for stating equivalence between ut-
terances in different languages. The tertium comparationis, the universal frame
of reference must be sought frum outside the particular codes of the languages
compared, from semantics, the other point of direct contact between language
and the objective world (although here, too, it is difficult to draw & sharp
demareation line between linguistic and extralinguistic features used by us
to categorize the world, consider e.g. the Whorf hypothesis). Thus, given the
fact that languages are different codes capable of expressing the same con-
tents by using the same channel, we annut expect to find equivalence in the
codes themselves but from the two “sames’ connected by the codes.

Finally, I should like to stress 4he fact that the kind of contrastive analysis
of sound systems outlined abuve is not a new idea. for an early example of an
analysis on similar lines see the comparisun of Finnish and Eunglish vowels by
Wiik (1965).
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TOWARDS A PEDAGOGICAL CONTRASTIVE PHONOLOGY

Wiestaw AwWEDYE

Adam AMickiswicz University, Poznait

1. Since the publication of The sound pattern of English (Chomsky and
Halle 1968) generative phonology has undergone a number of modifications
and it is now represented by a variety of models like (1) Upside-down vphonol-
ogy (Leben 1977), (2) Atomie Phonology (Dinnsen and Eckman 1977), (3)
Autosegmental Phonology (Goldsmith 1976), (4) Natural Generative Phonol-
ogy (Hooper 1976; Vennemann 1974). Generally speaking, these models have
dr er, away from the abstract systematic phonemie level of the Chomsky-
-Halle type, e.g. Hooper’s (1976 : 1565 - 156) analyses look almost like taxo-
nomic phonology. Similarly, Crothers and Shibatani’s phonology “is closer to
Praguian eonception than to generative phonology” (Crothers and Shibatani
1975 : 526). The more abstraet model still has its followers (ef. Kenstowiez
and Kisseberth 1977) in spite of very discouraging results in the search for
ovidence to support the existence of abstract underlying representations (cf.
Ohlander 1976). In my opinion there is enough evidence to reject the abstract
systematic phonemic level as psychologically, and therefore also pedagogi-
cally, unmotivated. The model of Pedagogical Contrastive Phonology present- .
ed here is based on a more concrete phonemic representation level which
finds strong support from experimental evidence.

2.1. Chomsky and Halle maintain that the abstract phonemie represen-
tations (and implicitly the phonologieal rules) they postulate ‘‘underlie their
[i.e. the speaker and the hearer] actual performanee in speaking and “under-
standing’ “(Chomsky and Halle 1968 : 14). Generative phonologists have pre-
sented various types of evidence to support this claim, e.g.

(a) language change (Kiparsky 1968a, 197%)
(b) the adaptation of loan words (Hyman 1970)
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(¢) understanding of othe: dialects (Chomsky and Halle 1968; Stevens and
Halle 1967)

(1) orthography (C. Chomsky 1970; Chomsky and Halle 1968)

(e) metrical evidence (Anderson 1973; Kiparsky 1968b, 1972)

(f) language games (Scherzer 1970)

(g) aphasia (Schnitzer 1972)

(h) slips of the tongue (Fromkin 1971)

(i) experimental evidence (Moskowitz 1973)

The arguments of gencrative phonologists were discussed in detail by Linell
(1974), who demonstrated that the data provided no convincing evidence for
the existence of the systematic phonemic level. All the problemns can be given
even more plausible solutions without any reference to an abstract phonemic
level (Linell 1974 : 125 - 146; cf. also Awedyk in press) and generative pho-
nologists themselver admit that there is very little evidence to support their
analyses (cf. Kenstowicz and Kissoberth 1977 : 61).

2.2. Being unable to present positive evidence, generativists often claim
that a theory is confirmed if it makes correct predictions and, consequertly,
such a theory mirrors the psycholugical reality. For example, Kiparsky (1968 :
:171) stated: “For many features of universal grammar there is justification
enough in the fact that without them it would simply not be possibi to write
grammars that aceount for the sentences of a language™.

The “how-else” argument is expressed ecither explicitly or implicitly by
many generativists (cf. Botha 1971: 125 - 127 for discussion). For example,
Anderson (1973) discussed g/e alliterations in Skaldic verse, e.g. pndurr “‘ski”/
Jlandi “land” (dat. sg.). Anderson concluded that the only possibility of ex-
plaining the /e alliterations would be to represent ¢ as ¢ in the underlying
representation, i.e. to derive gndurr from ,jandur+r/ (the ¢ in gndurr comes
from an earlier @ by the wumlaut rule). Later poets do not, however, allit-
erate these two sounds and Andersun was forced to give an ad hoc solution
for this. According to him, Snorri Sturluson “‘lost sight of the more abstract
components of the grammar” (Anderson 1973 . 11) because he was influenced
by the First Graromarian’s taxonomic phonemices (¢f. Haugen 1950) and Snorri
Sturluson in turn influenced later puets. Anderson did not answer the basic
question why the First Grammurian wrote a taxonumic and not a generative
phonology of Old Icelandic.

The p/a alliterations were pussible in Skaldic verse since thuse two sounds
were phonetically similar. ¢ was an ¢-sound with lip rounding. Around 1200,
o changed into [ce] and from then on it was not alliterated with [a] (cf. Heusler
1950 . 13). Thus the fact that Anderson’s solution explains the ¢/« allitera
tions does not mean that it is correct. Linell (1974 : 147) rightly argues: “A
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theory ean “account for® ohservable phenomena correetly and be false at the
same time. Inferring the truth of the antecedent from the truth of the con-
sequent is a very elementary logieal error”. Moreover, sinee both the input,
i.e. the underlying representations postulated by generativists, and the vut-
put are given, one can manipulate the rules in such a way that the model
will always account correetly for all the utterances of a language.

3.1. The discussion of the g/a alliterations in the preceding paragiaph
shows that it is praetically impossible to demonstrate the existence of the
abstract wnderlying representation level. It was hoped that experiments would
validate the abstract analyses, for example, Moskowitz (1973) performed o
number of experiments to test Chomsky and Hulle's theory of the Gieat
Vowel Shift. She worked with two groups of ehildren, one aged 5- 7, the
other 9 - 12. The children were asked to form nonsense words according to the
following patterns:

(1) [ay]~[i]

(2) [iy] ~[1]

(3) [ey]l~[i]

The subjects were instructed to form longer words tha.1 thuse they heard, as
in the leading example: If I say [payp], you should say [pipiti], etc. Pattern
(1) involves the rules of diphthongization, vowel shift, and laxing. In pattern
(2) only two rules operate. diphthongization and laxing, and in pattern (3),
three rules: diphthongization and laxing as well as an incuirect vowel shift
rule /if - [8/, i.e. the rules [§/ — [&[ and /& - [5] were not applied.

The older children had the least difficulty with (1), and (8) was less diffi-
cult than (2) for some children, while all three paterns were almost equally
difficult for the yonnger subjects. One of the eonelusions that Moskw itz diew
from her expciments was as follows: “The vowel-shift rule is not separable
from rules of tensing and diphthongization...” (Moskowitz 1973 . 249). She
does not, however, come to the obvious conelusion that neither the wder-
lying representation level nor the phunologieal rules of the Chomshy and Halle
type exist and that [ay] simply alternates with [i] "a eognate forms on the
phonetic representation level. Thus, eontrary to Moskowitz’s intensions, Ler
experiments provide evidenee against abstraet analyses.

3.2. Similar experiments were performed by Steinberg and Krohn (1975).
Their subjects were asked to form words by adding suffixes -ic, -ity, -ify,
-tan to a base word, e.g. maze+ -ic/-ity. Less than 4%, of all responses showed
the change of the vocalic segment as predicted by Chomsky and Halle (1968 .
: 188) and 909; exhibited no change of the vocalie segment in novel derived
forms. Steinberg and Krohn assert that, contrary to Chomsky and Halle's

Sl 125




128 Wieslaw Awedyk

hypothesis, the Vowel Shift Rule is non-productive in Modern English and
consequently the abstract underlying representations are non-existent, too.
In their upinivn, teaching materials &nd techniques cannot, therefore, be based
on Chomsky and Halle’s analysis of English.

In Ohala’s (1974) experiment, the subjects were requested to produece
derivatives from obtain and perlein with suffixes -ton and -alory. Examples
of the use of cach suffix were first given to the subjects. When primed with
delain ~ detention, 18 out of 26 subjects changed the stem vocalic segment in
obtain+ -ton from [ey] to [e]. When primed with explain ~ explanatory, most
subjects left the stem vocalic segment unchanged, but 10 subjects changed
it into [#], i.c. [sbtanateri]. Ohala concludes that this experiment shows the
invalidity of the abstract underlying representation level and that the speakers
form nuvel derivations by analogy to the known patterns, e.g. knowing the
[k] ~[s] alternation in critic ~craticize, the speaker forms in one step spuini-
cize from sputnik (Ohala 1974 : 374).

3.3. The above experiments raise the problem of the productivity of phono-
logical rules. Krohn (1972) suggests that there are degrees ¢f productivity.
Tut example, according to the Vow el Shift Rule, the alternation in sane ~san-
ity is regular while the alternation in defain ~detention (instead of *detan-
tivi.) is irregular. In the speech of children and language learners as well as in
slips of the tongue “there is absolutely no tendency for the vowel shift rule
to apply to defain 4 ton, thereby regularizing it to *detantion” (Krohn 1972 : 18).
His conclusion is that the Vowel Shift Rule is a minor rule in Modern English.

Native speakers of English regularly apply, however, the vowel alterna-
tiu rule in derived forms like sanity from sane and & grammar English must
account for native speakers’ knowledge of those rules. Crothers and Shibatani
(1975 . 156) suggest that they simply learn the two alternating forms inde-
pendently (similarly Braine 1974 : 292 - 204). According to this hypothesis,
native speakers have lists of pairs of words in their lexicons marked for & par-
ticular altemation, i.e. they have to know which alternativn pattern a pair
of words belungs to, in order tv pruduce correct derivations and to avoid
nustakes like *detantion. Generative phonologists have not demonstrated how
theit abstiact representations and phonological rules may be acquired, simply
because they are not learnable (ef. Ohlander 1976 : 121).

4.1. A model of phonoclogy based on Baudouin de Courtenay's theory (1894)
accounts better for the native speakers’ know ledge of their language than gen-
aative phonolugy. Aeccording to this theory, phonemes, defined both in ar-
ticulatory and courresponding accoustic terms as ps) cholugical cquivalents of
sounds, as well as productive (“psychophonetic™) phonemes alternations.in
related morphemes are psychologically real. There are two basic principles
of his theory of alternations [all translations are mine — W. A} .
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(1) Strictly speaking, the alternating units ... are not plonemes but morplieines
as language units indivisible from the sewsntic point of view. ... The plionetic
alternation of mcrphemes is reducible to the alternation of single phonemes
which are phonetic components of morphernes. Thus, there is an alternation
between morphemes, on the one hand, and between phonemes which constitute
morphemes, on the other” (Baudouin de Courtenay 1894: 237 and 238).

(2) Such a variation or alternation is noither a phonetic change in the prosent
nor & historical suceession. It is simply & case of plonetic differonce botween
morphemes otymologically identified” (ibid.: 249; in the original the whole
toxt is emphasized — W, A.).

The psychological reality of the taxonomic phoneme is well motivated (cf.
Ohlander 1976 for discussion) both in non-pathological, e.g. in language ac-
quisition (cf. Skouser. 1975), and pathological language behaviour, e.g. in apha-
sia. Dressler (1977 : 32) points out that aphasic patients may substitute one
phoneme for another but never one allophone for another allophone of the
same phoneme. MacKay (1970) describes an interesting phenomenon of non-
‘pathological stuttering when one phoneme occurs twice in the neighbourhood,
e g. muss man may become m-muss man. A similar phenomenon (masking) is
the omission of segments under certain conditions, e.g. Friedrich becomes
Friedich (MacKey 1969).

Phoneme alternations in related morphemes form a network of patterns
and native speakers must learn those patterns and the members, i.e. pairs
of words, of each pattern. The division is not simply into productive and non-
-productive alternations but they are hierarchically ordered according to func-
tional load, frequency, etc. (cf. Baudouin de Courtenay 1894 for his classifica-
tion). The best motivated rules of alternation are those which are phonetically
conditioned (cf. Crothers and Shibatani 1975: 516 - 526) since those rules are
also most easily acquired by speakers.

4.2. The speaker’s lexicon is not, however, a register of alternation patterns
and lists of words which undergo & particular alternation, but it has a complex
organization. Fromkin (1971) postulates seven sub-parts of such & lexicon:

(3) A complote list of formatives with all the features specified, i.o. phonological,
orthographical, syntactic, and semantic.

(b) A subdivision of phonological listings according to the number of syllables.
This is nccessitated by the fact that speakers can remember the number of
syllables of & word without remembering the phonological shape of the syllables.
This is ulso suggested by the fact that one can got a subjeet to produce o list
of one-, two-, and threo.syllable words.

(¢) A reversed dictionary sub-component, to account for the ability of speakers
to produce a list of words all ending in a partioular sound or letter.

(d) A sub-comgonent of phonologically groupcd syllables, to account for the ability
of speakers to fortn rhymes,
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(e) Formatives grouped according to syntactic categorics, to account for .. the
ability of speakers to list nouns, or verbs, or adverbs on command, as well as
the more important ability to form grammatical sentences.

{f) Formatives grouped according to hierarchical sets of semantic classes.

(g) Words listed alphabetically by orthographic spelling.

Furthermore, it seems plausible to assume that all these components must
be intricately linked in a complicated network” (Fromkin 1971 : 237 - 238).

Linell (1974 : 49) suggests “that for each speaker there is one PCIS [Psy-
chologically Central Invariant Structuring] for each word”. He does not claim,
however, that all speakers have the same PCISs (the structuring may depend,
for example, on the style of speaking the speaker is confronted with) or that
the PCIS is the only phonological structuring of a word. Similarly, M. Ohala’s
(1974) experiments show that speakers may store lexical items in different
forms.

Naturally, it is not known exactly in what form the words are stored in
the speaker’s brain and how the rules of phonems alternation operate and
interact (cf. Arnoff 1976 for recent concepts of word formation in generative
phonology). Well-planned experiments are needed to discover and describe
the speaker’s system of grammatical rules since not all processes are deducible
from surface phenomena. Linguists will certainly profit from a co-operation
with psychologists and neurologists and “linguistics will become more interest-
ing if it can be shown to be relevant for psychology (and vice versa)” (Linell
1976 : 92).

5.1. Grammars should account for the complex network. of phonological, mor-
phological, syntactic, and semantic relations in language which both native
speakers and foreign language learners are confronted with. The other solu-
tion is an elegant and simple description which will not account for processes
underlying first and second language acquisition (cf. Awedyk 1976 : 53 - 54;
Ohlander 1976 : 113 - 120). Pedagogical Contrastive Phonology, as a part of a
Pedagogical Contrastive Grammar, will serve as a basis for selecting teaching
materials and techniques. It will contain two sub-compcnents:

(1) a phonological sub-component, i.e. a contrastive analysis of segments
of the languages in question and their realization in words (allophonic
rules),

(2) 2 morphophonemic sub-component, i.e. a contrastive analysis of al-
ternation patterns (morphophonemio rules).

The two sub-components present different teaching and learning problems,
e.g. Polish speakers learning English may apply a final devoi.ng rule of
Polish and produce *[bik] instead of [big] big. They are, however, very unlikely,
to produce *[sto : 1z] instead of [stu : 1z] (plural of slool) by applying & morpho-
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phonemic rule characteristic for the alternation in [stuw] stét “table” ~[stowi]
stoly ““tables”. Taxonomic phonology concetrated on the phonological sub-com-

ponent and what is needed now are systematic contrastive studies of the mor-
phophonemic sub-component.

5.2. Teaching materials in manuals will be systematized in such a way as to
help the language learner to internalize the phonological system of a language.
The learner who has been provided with the knowledge of the patterns of
alternation rules will be able to produce novel forms. The possibility of making a
mistake should be reduced to a minimum but wrong derivations will not be
blocked completely. Even native speakers make mistakes since language ac-
quisition is a continuos process which never ends (cf. McCawley 1968).
Language learning involves abduction: “Abduction proceeds from an ob-
served result, involves a law, and infers that something may be the case. ...
The conclusions reached by abductive inference afford none of the security
oftered by induction and deduction” (Andersen 1973 : 768). This provides a
criterion for the evaluation of grammars and that grammar will rank higher

which leaves the narrowest margin between abductive inference and correct
predictions.

5.3. The model of a Pedagogical Contrastive Phonology outlined here is based
on the following assumptions:

(1) the phonemic level is more conorete than that postulated by genera-
" tive phonologists,
(2) morphophonemic rules are not abstract, either, o.g. the Vowel Shift
" Ruleis a one-step rule changing, for example, the diphtong of an ad-
jectival form like divine into a simpel vowel in the nominal form like
divinity.

As can be seen from the above discussion, abstract analyses postulated by

generative phonologists are unmotivated either from the psychological or from
the pedagogical point of view.
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CONTRASTIVE STUDIES AND INTERLANGUAGE

JANUSZ ARABSKI

Universily of Silesia, Kalowice

The term tnterlanguage (IL) is understood here as the language of "the
learner who is in the process of acquiring a given foreign language. In our
case it is the English language used by Polish learners. In this sense IL was
introduced as a concept by L. Selinker (1972) and it resembles the notions of
approximative system and idiosyncratic dialect introduced by W. Nemser (1971)
and by S.P. Corder (1971) respectively.

From the point of view of description IL can be treated like any dialect
or register but one has to remember two features which make it different
from other linguistic phenomena.

L, L,
A+B =L
A - correct IL
B constructions
A
B ~ ¢rrors
Figure 1

P

I. IL is not a complete system. It is & system which is being built. In this
respect it resemblea child language and these two phenomena have many
features in common. )

II. The most characteristic feature of IL is its erroneous constructions. The
presence of errors provides IL with its unique status. Some authors-hte
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inclined to treat IL analysis and error analysis as the same field. One
of them is S. P. Coider (1971).

“What has come to be known as ‘Lrror .Analysis’ las to do with the
investigation of the language of second language learners,

... the language of such a learner, or pherhaps certain groupings of learners,
is a special sort of dialeet.” (Corder 1971 : 147).

This kind of approach is very important from the point of view of the economy
of description. We concentrate only on the deviant constructions (deviant from
the point of view of L,) since they are responsibie for the idiosyucratic cheracter
of IL. One could, of course, undertake some other kind of IL studies e.g.
stylistic studies and concentrate on the description of A. This kind of research,
however, would be less economic. It would have to consider a much bigzer
corpus. The studics of A would nst tell us much about the processes oceurring
in second language acquisition. We receive this information from the study
of errors.

The role of error analysis is different from what it used to be. According
to George (1972 : 189):

“at the beginning of the sixties the word error was associated with cor-
rection, at the end with learning.”’

The sources of errors are numerous and some crrors can be predicted by
Contrastive Studies (CS).

It has been agreed that C'S can predict or explain only those errors whick
originate from the native tongue. However we do not share this opinion.
In this paper we would like to concentrate on two types of errors which are
of L, origin and we would like to show the role of CS in connection with these
errors. The errors presented below are the result of negative transfer. Errors
of this category are easily recognizable by error anal,sts but unfortunately
the analysts do not go beyond labeling or counting them.

The notions of transfer and negative transfer were borrowed from psy-
chologists and introduced to the field of foreign language learning. Un-
fortunately the notion of transfer in language learning has not been as well
described as some other psycholinguistic phenomena. The aim of this paper
is to show some aspects of transferring L, habits into 1L.

The influence of L, is especially well illustrated in the errors caused by
the transfer of Polish phraseological rules. In the following examples

Chcialbym |mied| te ksigzke. I would Iike jto have| this book.
mieé| dwadziefeia lat. to be| twenty.
mieé| to prace. to got| this job.

Polish mieé is rendered by English kave, be and get.
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A situation like this is & source of errors where have for example, may be used
instead of be or get. The contexts of Polish mie¢ only modulate its meaning
(e.f. Lewicki 1976), whereas in the case of English, the contexts this, tienty
years old and this job require different verbs. Learners unaware of these rules
apply Polish rules to the above contexts and as a result they produce:

When I have 19 years ... (When I am 19 years old)
I must finished the study carlier and kave a job
(I must finish my studies as soon as possible and get a job)

In the case of the above errors the L, meaning is transferred by a transla-
tion equivalent which we shall call primary counterpart. Primary counter-
part is the equivalent which in the process of fureign language learning is
arquired to render the common meaning of a given L, lexical item. In situa-
tions when & learner produces an L, utterence sticking to L, rules he would
use primary counterparts to render a given L, construction. Primacy, in
this case, is & matter of statistics. In a great majority of cases Polish mieé
is rendered by kave and only some contexts in English require get, be, cte.
Whenever these contexts ocour the usage of a primary counterpart will be
erroneous.

Since in the majority of cases Polish mie¢ translates as have it will most
probably be introduced as a translation equivalent of mieé before the other
equivalents. This will enable the learner to acquire kave as a primary counter-
part of mieé The have-mied, being more common than other z-mieé relation-
ships, will occur more often in the texts to which a learner is exposed. In this
situation a learner will be exposed to have-mieé with greater intensity than
to other equivalents of mied. It is both the order and the intensity with which
& given Ls equivalent is introduced which are responsible for its acquisition
as & primary counterpart. .

In Polish-English IL preposition errors are very numerous. The main
reason for this situation is the fact that a given surface L, preposition would
have many surface structure counterparts in Ls. Underdifferentiation between
these counterparts leads to errors. The following list presents some counter-
parts of the Polish preposition w, which in turn may be counterparts of the
Polish preposition na.

w lesie in the woods

w szkole at school

w frode on Wednesday

w dzien by day '
w lewo to the left

w kapeluszu with his hat

W bek (burst) into tears ;

. (8lowo) w slowo (word) for word T
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The above English prepositions in different syntactic functions and in
different contexts may render Polish preposition na.

in the coalmine na kopalni
at a signal na sygnal
on & motorcycle na motorze
by Saturday na sobote
to dinner na obiad
(be ill) with the measles na odre
(divide) into parts na czgsei
for a walk na spacer

The list which presents translation counterparts of only one Polish pre
position which are at the same time counterparts of another L, item shows
how complicated the vrepositional system of English is for Poles. Usmg the
data from the list we can predict the hypothstical number of underdifferentia-
tiun errors likely to be made by Poles. The number can be calculated by the
following formula (Arabski 1968):

S=N2—N :

where N stands for the number of L, constructions rendering a given Ly pon-
struction. There will be 112 wrong substitution errors (56 for each Polwh
preposition) in-using w and ns English counterparts.

The above formula shows that from the point of view of CS, wherc oue
compares languages without the consideration of learning and teaphmg
processes, every translation equivalent of Polish w has an equal chance of
being accepted by a learner as & counterpart of w and of being used instead
of other counterparts. Since w kapeluszu translates by with a hat, with may
be picked up as the only equivalent of w and be used instead of ¢n, at, on, etc.

Using the data from the list with may represent 8 different prepositions
in the same way that every other preposition may represent the same 8-itoms
from the list. This would give us 64 combinations (8 x8). We have to sub-
tract from this number the usage of with instead of with or ¢n which are not
erroneous forms (minus 8). This caloulation leaves us with 56 combinations
of possible error types.

In practice, however, it does not work this way. Polish w lesie (in the woods)
is very unlikely to bs translated as with the woods and it is very likely to be
rendered in IL a8 af the woods. A learner in his process of L, acquisition learns
that a given meaning of a Polish item, e.g. tw.is rendered by English ¢n. Hypo-
thetically from this time on every occurrence of Polish w will be rendered by
the learner as tn (with the exception. of those phrases which -are~cerractly
acquired and do not occur in IL as a result of translation from Polish). Tn a
situation like this a learner sticks to his L, system -and transfers it intd) IL

.
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by an item which we have calle¢ & primary counterpart. A primary counter-
part is an item which in IL represents the whole group (list) of L, translation
equivalents and thus causes underdifferentiation errors.

It changes its character throughout the process of language acquisition,
i.e. during IL development. Using the example of in representing the whole
list of w counterparts we can say that in the course of IL development in
represents a smaller and smaller number of L, prepositions. In the course
of Target Language acquisition a learner acquires the proger usage of cach
of the w counterparts until iz represents only itself (the currect usage). Shown
below is the hypothetical model of this process.

the proper wsage ol

trepresents

dl n counterparts ata aeqred . one
J

minus «f of the n counterparts

—

1 represents all the proper usage off

W counterparts ons acquired as one

minus at and on of the w counterparts

Figure 2

The above underdifferentiation process can also be classified as a simplifica-
tion and it occurs also in pidgins and creoles discussed by E. C. Traugott
(1974). The Niger-Kongo pidgin language Sango renders English at, in, on,
by Sango na (the similarity in sound with Polish na is purely coincidental)
(c.f. Traugott, 1974 : 274).

Acquisition of a given construction is a process. It does not ocour in a
given moment. There is a period of time when the same construction is some-
times used properly and sometimes erroneously. This may be illustrated by
the examples from two tests a week apart taken by the same learner.

Someone fo whom I'd have to prepare meals. (for whom I would ...)
Someone for whom I'd have to prepare meals
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One could argue that a primary counterpart is an individual phenomenon.
A given learner may be first exposed or exposed with a bigger intensity to
e.g. different w counterparts from anuther learner. As a result these two learner
would acquire different counterparts for Polish w in their ILs.

This again is only partly true. In an organized school teaching proces;
all the learners are exposed to the same materials and textbooks. Also teaching
materials always present certain constructions first and thus enable the
learners to acquire them as their primary counterparts. In the classroom
and on the shelf are likely to be introduced before word for word and be ill
with the measles.

The errors found in the corpus support the above hypothesis. The v counter-
parts are represented by in and Polish ne is mostly rendered by on.

Besides, it is difficult, in my opinion, to be a good father and a good hus-
band and a good student i the same time. (¢ the same time)

My husband could not help me in the housework. (with the housework)
He disappears in the door (through the door)

The problem of money is very real 7n student married couples. (for/among
student married couples)

Marziage ¢n the time of study can be a new problem. (Marriage during
one’s studies)

I wish study on the University (a¢ the University)

I have time on marriage (for marriage)

results on this field (try to attain the best possible

I have only one answer on this question (fo this question)

results ¢n this field)

You should concentrate on it and try to have the best results on this
field {try to attain the best possible results in this field)

Most confusion observed in IL concerns underdifferentiation of in and
at. The syntactic functions of #n and a¢ are similar, e.g.,

He married 2 old age.

He marricd at a young age.
and sometimes they are interchangable:

They live in Stirling.

They live at Stirling.

This syntactic and semantic closeness is an additional factor cmlsmg
underdifferentiation errors.

I think that marriage ¢n young age depends on great love (at a young age)

I wrote it *n the begmnmg of my paper (I wrote this at the begmnmg‘

Being & married woman is a pleasure, especially when husband can help

at studies (when a husband can help nfwith one’s studies)
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The substitution of L. prepositions by their IL primary counterparts
is unly one aspect of the transfer of the Polish prepositional system. As soon
as & primary counterpart of a given Polish preposition is acquired, & learner
begins to use Polish contructions with their English counterparts. This may
lead to erronevus expansions or to omitting prepositions in English phrases
which from the point of view of preposition usage are Polish constructions
with English lexical items.

Sy |w
They are {in

tym samym wicku.
the same age. (They are the same age)
Nie moge pozwolié sobie |na] malzenistwo.
I can’t afford |on| marriage.
(I cannot afford to marry)
Nie mogg poswiecié |swoim dzieciom| tyle czasu ile potrzeba.
They cannot devote jtheir children | as much time as necessary.
(devote as much time as is necessary fo their children)

Larry Selinker (1972) distinguishes five central processes which occur
in IL. They are “language transfer”, “transfer of training”, “strategics of
second language learning”, “strategies of second language communication”
and “overgeneralization of target language linguistic material”. According
to H. G. Widdowson (forthcoming)

“all of the processes which Selinker refers to are tactical variations of the same
underlying simplification strategy and ... in gencral error analysis is a practical
account of basic simplifying precedures which lic at the heart of communicative
competence and which are not restricted to people engaged in the learning of a

second language systern.”
(italics mino)

"The above mentioned errors are typical representatives of language transfer.
Our aim was to show how language transfer is technically realized. We also
wanted to show how simplification strategy works technically.

According to Widdowson the simplification strategy is not restricted to
foreign language acquisition. We have already mentioned the case of simpli-
fication in the pidgin language Sango. The notion of overextention in child
language can also be treated as simplification. It is a well known process of
using e.g. dog to range over dogs, cats, cows, horses, sheep, cte. (see Clark
1973). Looking for analogies we could go further and sec the development
of child language in terms of Piaget’s theory of learning (Clark 19765 : 312):

“For Piaget, the contral processes of learning, the functional invariants, in-
clude assimilation and accommoedation. JAecurding to this view the child is born
with & very lunited set of behatiwur patterus ur schemata, which he scoks to assert
vn any uvbjeet he encounters. Fur instance, he will try to suck blankets and fingers
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as well as the nipplo or & teat. This process, whereby the child seoks to encurnpass
an availablo object into an activity schoma, is called assimilation. While trying to
assimilate these objects to his schema, the infant discovers that lLe has tu open
his mouth in a different way to suck different objects, so his schema becomes dif-
ferentiated as a result of interaction with his environment. This process 15 called
accommodation.”

The notion of primary counterpart (in functioning as in, at, on, with, ete.)
can be compared with overectention, which is a linguistic counterpart of Piaget's
assimilation. The devclopment, of the IL prepositional system presented in
figure 2 (differentiation process) may in turn be compared to Piaget’s notion
of accommodation.

In light of the above discussion, primary counterpart is the lexical o1 gram-
matical construction transferring L, construction into IL. When we deal
with one to one correspondence between L, and L, (congruent cunstructions)
the transfer is positive and results in the acceptable L, construction.

Tom jest dzielny.= Tom is brave.

Whenever L, item is rendered by more than one translation equivalent one
of these equivalents will be selected to act as & primary counterpart and thus.
will simplify L, system. As we can see, language transfer occurs with those
constructions which are simpler in L;. By simpler constructions we mean
here those which represent a wider semantic range. In the process of IL develop-
ment they undergo differentiation.

The errors presented above cannot be described in terms of their origin
without realizing the differences ecxisting between Polish and English pre-
positicnal systems. CS enable us to comprehend the source of difficulties
manifested by language errors. Their role however, is explanatory. CS cannot
predict the type of error, since it depends on input and intake in the process.
of foreign language teaching and learning. It is this input and intake which
play the decisive role in selecting a given item as & primary counterpart. CS,
being involved in the comparison of L, and L, systems, cannot predict all
the circumstances in which these two systems are put in contact. CS do not
consider the quantitative aspect of the described constructions and this
aspect also governs the role of a given L, construction in IL.

The notion of prediction itself applics to phenomena which are about to
happen in the future. The difficulties in the acquisition of English Ly Poles
are taking place now in hundreds of sehools, evening courses, private tutorials
and at the Universitics. They occur in every si‘uation where English is taught
and learnt. In order to learn about them one should study these difficultics.

There is no need to predict them like there is no neced tu predict today's.

weather.

139




Contrastive studies and interlanguage 143

REFEKENCES

Allen, J. P. B. and Corder, 8. Pit. (eds). 1975. The Edinburgh course in applied linguistics.
Vol. 2. London: Oxford University Press.

Anderson, J. M. and Jones, C, (eds). 1974. Historical linguistics. Vol. 1. Amsterdam:
Elsevier/North Holland.

Arabski, J. 1968. “Linguistic analysis of English composition errors made by Polish
students”. SAP 1. 71 - 79.

Claxk, E. V. 1973. “What is in & word? On the child’s acquisition of semantics mn his
first language”. In Moore, T. E. (ed.). 1973. 65 - 110.

Clark, R. 1975. “Adult theories, child strategies and their implications for the language
teacher”. In Allen, J. P. B. and Corder, 8. Pit. (eds}. 1975. 291 - 347.

Corder, 8. Pit. 1971. “Idiosyncratic dialects end error analysis’’. TRAL IX. 147 - 159.

George, H. G. 1972. Common errors in language learning. Rowley, Mass.: Newbury House.

Lewié:ki, A. M. 1976, Wprowadzenie do frazeologii syntaktycznej. Katowice. Uniwersytot

laski.

Moore, T. E. (ed.). 1973. Cognitive development and the acqusition of language. New York:
Academic Press.

Nemser, W. 1971. “Approximative systems of foreign langusge learners”. IRAL IX.
118 - 123.

Selinker, L. 1972. “Interlanguage”. IRAL X. 219 - 231.

Traugott, E. C. 1974. “Explorations in linguistic elaboration: language change, lan.
guage acquisition, and the genesis of spatio-temporal terms”. In Anderson, J. M.
and Jones, C. (eds). 1974. 263 - 314.

Widdowson, H. G. (Forthcoming). “The significance of simplifieation”.




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

PAPERS AND STUDIES IN CONTRASTIVE LINGUISTICS

Papors and Studies is an international reviow of contrastive studies.

Contributions both from Poland and abroad are wolcome. The journal will
carry original articles and papers in contrastive linguistics as woll as 8 biblwgraphy
of English-Polish contrastive studics in Poland. The languago of the journal 1s
English.

Articles for publication should be sent to Professor Jacok Fisiak, director,
Iustitute of Buglish, Adam Mickiewicz Univorsity, Marchlowskiogo 124/126,
Poznati, Poland.

All mranuseripts sl. .1d be typewritten with wide margin and double spacing
betweon the lines.

Authors recoive twonty five offprints.

All correspondence concerniny subseription fromn other coantries than Poland
should bo sent to

ARS POLONA, Warszawa, Krakowskie Przodmicicio 7, Poland.

INFORMATION ON THE SALE OF ADAM MICKIEWICZ UNIVERSITY
PRISS PUBLICATIONS

The Adain Mickiewicz University Press publications are available at all scion-
tific publications bookshops in Poland (in Poznaii — ul. Czerwonoj Armii 69) and 1n
caso there are no copios of reguired publication thoy may be ordered in Skladuica
Ksicgarska. Buyers fromn abroad can placo thoir ordors through ARS-POLONA-
-RUCH, Centrala Handln Zagranicznego, ul. Krakowskio Przedmiescio 7, 00.068
Warszawas, from Oérodek Rozpowszechniania Wydawnictw Naukowyoh Polskiej
Akademii Nauk w Warszawic, Palac Kultury i Nauki. Adam Mickiowicz Umversity
Press, Poznail, ul. Stowackicgo 20, tol. 44-216 solls its publications and supplios
information on themn.

Libraries, universities, learned socioties and publishers of lonrned periodicals
may obtain this title (and other titles published at Adam Mickiowiez Cvorsity
at Poznani) in exchange for their own publications. Inguiries should be addressed
to Biblioteka Gléwna Uniw ersytotu ini. Adana Mickiowicza w Poznauiu, Exclungo
Dopt., ul. Ratajczaka 30/40, 61-816 POZNAN, Polska — Poland.

141



Cena 2! 65,—

JYVASKYLA CONTRASTIVE STUDIES

Is published by the Department of English, University of Jyvaskyls, Finland.
The series includes mnnographs and collections of papers or: contrastive and rels.
ted topies. Most studies published aro rosults of the Finnish-English Contrastive
Project but the project also publishus contributions by Fincist and foreign soho-
lars on problems of geuneral interest. In addition to traditional'contrastivo analyss,

the serics will also cover error analysis, analysis of lear'ung etrategies and theory
of speech communication.

Two to three volumes are published every yea¥. For further information,
please writa to

THE FINNISH.-ENGLISH CONTRASTIVE PROJECT
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH, UNIVERSITY OF JYVAbKYLA

S¥-40100 JYVASEYLK. xo, nm.mn

e

THE INTERLANGUAGE STUDIES BULLETIN — UTRECHT ISBU

This journal is produced at Utrecht University and appears threo times a
year. It covers vanous aspects of language pedagogy, notably error analysis and
contrustive analysis aa also the construction of pedagogical grammary, espocially
for the advanced larniers, One of its main silon ig to bring toguther the tnore theo-
rotical aspects of the field with the more practical aspecets. ISBU will therefore
publish articley donlmg with simnall scalo practical problems as well a3 ones ocon-
corning more general issues,

For further information, please write to James Panklurst or Michaol Shar-
wood Smith at the following addross:

Insutuut voor Engelse ‘Faal ~ en Lottorkundo, Oudenoord 6, UTRECHT,
Holland.

v

)
e




